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ABSTRACT 
This report describes a study that was conducted to determine the 
perceived degree of usefulness the indicators of progress toward 
excellence have for the presidents of Florida's 28 community colleges. 
This study reports this degree of perceived usefulness by using a 
survey instrument that identified quality indicators developed by the 
State Board of Community Colleges, Florida Department of Education. 
Based on a project design and format adapted by the Florida 
Community/Junior College Inter-institutional Research Council, this 
study proposed to identify what information (indicators of progress 
toward excellence) is considered most valid to the presidents of 
Florida's community colleges in making quality-evaluation decisions 
about programs or services offered by their colleges. In addition, 
this study identified similarities and differences in the usefulness 
ratings of the indicators for the presidents by the program area in 
whiGh they most closely associate themselves; by type of institution in 
which they serve and by other selected personal and institutional 
classifications. Chapter I includes an introduction to the study, its 
purposes, rationale, and scope. Chapter II reviews the literature in 
the area of quality indicators for education and the evaluation of 
educational quality. Chapter III contains a review of the problem, 
design of the study, development of the study questionnaire and 
outlines the design and methodology used in the study. Chapter IV 
.contains the results of a survey of all 28 of Florida's community 
ii 
college presidents and presents these findings in sections dealing with 
respondents' characteristics, results for all respondents, results by 
quality indicator groups, and by selected institutional 
characteristics. Chapter V contains a summary of the study, its 
results, conclusions, and recommendations. Appendices include the 
classifications used in the data analysis, the questionnaire, detailed 
survey results, additional indicators with ratings, and survey 
follow-up responses. 
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This is dedicated to my father, Carl F. Barcus. He taught me the 
value of honesty and hard work. I hope to teach my sons the same. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
11 If there has been an across-the-board failure to make progress, 
there should be new institutional leadership. The president should be 
fired" (Cobb, 1985, p. 41). Harsh words indeed, but these were the 
feelings expressed by a Tennessee State Legislator and chair of its 
Joint Education Oversight Committee when asked to respond to the charge 
that some institutions of higher learning are not being held account-
able in meeting improvement goals. Accountability; it means to be 
responsible, to be held accountable, a word that is being heard more 
and more in the state legislatures across the nation as it relates to 
their desires to encourage educational institutions at all levels to be 
more responsive in meeting the expectations of the public they serve 
and the governing bodies that help them to serve. And what are these 
institutions to be accountable for? For the most part, better use of 
limited resources and a clearer mission direction, but above all, 
higher quality in their programs and performance. 
It is this issue of quality that now dominates the attention of 
those involved in higher education, and just as equity and access were 
the major issues of the 60s and 70s, quality has shown itself to be of 
principal concern in the 80s (Steuart & Rathburn, 1982, p. l). The 
signs of waning public confidence in higher education are becoming 
increasingly evident. Students, parents, leaders of industry, and 
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taxpayers are taking these institutions to task; requiring them to 
defend their ability to meet the needs of those who are served by their 
efforts. This observation is evident in a statement taken from the 
text of a report titled "Involvement in Learning: Realizing the 
Potential of American Higher Education." 
The strains of rapid expansion, followed by recent years of con-
stricting and leveling enrollments, have taken their toll. The 
realities of student learning, curricular coherence, the quality 
of facilities, faculty morale, and academic standards no longer 
measure up to our expectations. (Study Group on the Conditions of 
Excellence in American Higher Education, 1981, p. 36) 
Serving the public, maintaining and improving quality, and ad-
hering to increased fiscal demands has placed higher education in a 
dilemma. This is a dilemma that has produced an emphasis on account-
ability and has resulted in a 11 run 11 on evaluation activities related to 
higher education (Steuart & Rathburn, 1982). These evaluation activit-
ies, for the most part, have focused on the need to maintain and im- _ 
prove quality of programs and services offered by higher education 
institutions during a time of broadening student access while at the 
same time maintaining fiscal constraint (Craven, 1980). 
Bowen (1974), Craven (1980), and Skinner and Tafel (1986) have 
helped identify efforts that have been underway to address this issue 
of quality of educational programs and services, and have also iden-
tified the fact that these efforts have drawn attention from both 
within the institutions and from state level governing bodies. This 
issue of maintaining and improving quality at all levels of higher 
education is now being dealt with by the state's legislature 
("Legislators Stress Quality," 1980). The education achievement goal 
adopted by the Florida State Board of Education reads in part: 
On a statewide average, educational achievement in the state of 
Florida will equal that of the upper quartile of states within 
five years, as indicated by commonly accepted criteria of 
attainment. (Florida State Board of Education, 1981.) 
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In an attempt to address this objective, the Florida State 
Legislature adopted the Measurement and Reporting on Educational 
Excellence Act, 6A-l0.243, contained in the Florida Administrative Code 
of 1984. This law was intended to measure educational excellence in 
universities, community colleges, schools, and school districts in 
Florida. Identification of educational excellence is measured in terms 
of indicators of progress adopted by the State Board. It is these 
indicators of progress and their use with Florida's community colleges 
that is the focus of this study. 
Purpose of the Study 
Our present procedure for assessing quality in higher education 
needs to be restructu.red. [These trad it iona 1] approaches no 
longer meet the needs of institutions serving a wide variety of 
students. (Dickey, 1971, p. 146) 
The purpose of this study was to determine the perceived degree of 
usefulness the indicators of progress toward excellence have for the 
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presidents of Florida's 28 community colleges. This study identified 
this degree of perceived usefulness by using a survey instrument. This 
survey requested that the presidents rate, on a 10-point scale, state-
ments that reflect the information required of each indicator as they 
relate to progress toward excellence. As Steuart and Rathburn (1982) 
have pointed out, the determination of educational quality, regardless 
of how it is defined, involves decision-making by program administra-
tors. They additionally point out that this decision-making process 
requires the use of some information about the program or service being 
evaluated. Because of their position of authority and ability to af-
fect the overall quality of an institution, the presidents' perceptions 
concerning the degree of usefulness a particular indicator of quality 
has are of importance. The work of Stufflebeam, Foley, Gephart, Guba, 
Hammond, Merriman, and Malcomb (1971) has defined evaluation in terms 
of the process of delineating, obtaining, and providing useful 
information for judging decision alternatives. With the use of this 
definition, it could be argued that the development of quality 
evaluations for educational programs and/or services can be viewed as a 
process involving the identification of what information about a 
program or service is perceived as most useful to the responsible 
administrators (Steuart & Rathburn, 1982). Stufflebeam et al. 
identified the importance of the input of the potential decision maker 
in the determination of pertinent evaluation information. They suggest 
that the determination of useful information can only be obtained by 
the evaluator in interaction with his/her client [decision maker]). 
Alkin (1969) contributed to this view of evaluation and advanced the 
idea that the process of selecting the appropriate information is the 
central step in any evaluation process. 
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This study, based on a project design and format developed by 
Steuart and Rathburn (1982) that was adapted from a methodology used by 
the Educational Testing Service, proposes to identify what information 
C I 
(indicators of progress toward excellence) is considered most valid to 
the presidents of Florida's community colleges in making quality-
evaluation decisions about programs or services offered by their 
colleges. In addition, this study will identify similarities and/or 
differences in the perceived mean usefulness-ratings of the indicators 
for the presidents by the program or service area they most closely 
associate themselves; by type of institution in which they serve and by 
other selected institutional classifications which can be used for 
identifying similarities or differences. Through the identification of 
these similarities and differences, indicators of progress toward 
excellence profiles will be produced for a variety of program and 
institutional settings. These profiles could be used to assist in the 
task of updating and amending the present indicators. 
Rationale 
The rationale for the study was that in order to better determine 
the indicators that reflect the degree of movement being made toward 
the goal of achieving educational excellence (as determined by the 
Florida State Legislature), those indicators must be in concert with 
the perceptions of the presidents of Florida's community colleges in 
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order to be considered accurate and meaningful. Collecting data and 
supplying documentation on indicators that are considered inappropriate 
or valueless in helping the community college presidents and state 
level governing bodies assess this raovement toward excellence can be 
more than a misuse of time for the community colleges and its limited 
resources, it can in fact be counterproductive in terms of contributing 
to a negativeness toward the entire assessment program. To address 
this problem, the State Board of Community Colleges, Florida Department 
of Education, established a Quality Indicators Task Force. Along with 
other endeavors, members of the Task Force felt that a survey of the 
Florida community college president's opinions concerning the useful-
ness of the indicators would be valuable to the effort of determining 
the effectiveness of the indicators. The results of this research 
study will be used to assist the Quality Indicators Task Force in their 
efforts. At present, a disconnect exists in the system of developing 
the indicators without first determining the perceptions of those 
individuals whose position and authority can positively contribute to 
the acceptance and advancement of the use of the indicators. 
Therefore, this study was specifically undertaken to identify the 
perceptions of Florida's community college presidents concerning the 
usefulness of the indicators used to assess the movement being made by 
the community colleges toward reaching the educational achievement goal 
as set by the Florida State Board of Education. 
Scope of the Study 
The study was limited to the presidents of Florida's public 
community colleges. It was anticipated that all of the presidents 
would participate in the study. The data were collected by use of a 
survey instrument (questionnaire) and represented the expressed opin-
ions of the presidents surveyed. Although they may be applicable to 
similar community colleges or community college systems elsewhere in 
the nation, the results of the study are descriptive of the situation 
in Florida's public community colleges. 
The study was limited by three factors: 
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l. Because attitudes and perceptions change, the responses 
identified in the study were reflective only of the time period during 
which the study was conducted. 
2. The survey instrument (questionnaire) used to gather infor-
mation for the study was constructed for this specific task. A re-
spondent's understanding of the items might have differed from the 
understanding intended by the researcher, although a review panel was 
used to establish face validity for the questionnaire. 
3. Although specifically asked to respond themselves, some 
presidents may have elected to have someone else on their staff respond 
for them. 
Organization 
The study is organized into five chapters with additional 
appendices. The first chapter includes an introduction, a statement of 
the purpose of the study, rationale of the study, scope of the study, 
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and organization of the report. The second chapter presents a review 
of the related literature, including a discussion of quality indicators 
and the evaluation of educational quality as it pertains to higher 
education and the community college. The second chapter also defines 
related terms, identifies models of quality evaluation, and describes 
current practices. Chapter III contains the method of developing the 
questionnaire and the methodology utilized in the study. Chapter IV 
presents the results of the study. Chapter V contains a summary of the 
results, the conclusions drawn from this study, and recommendations of 
the study. Appendices include the classifications used in the data 
analysis, the questionnaire, detailed survey results, approval letter, 
additional indicators with ratings and survey follow-up responses. 
CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
A review of the literature in the area of quality indicators and 
evaluation of educational quality shows two main topics emerging: The 
search for how to define, attain, and maintain quality is ever 
continuing in the field of education; and the need to develop the tools 
of evaluation required to determine this quality. This chapter reviews 
and summarizes the literature in the area of educational quality and 
educational quality assessment. In addition, a review of the current 
practices used at community colleges to attain and maintain 11 quality 11 
programs and services is presented. 
Quality Indicators for Education 
If two things are certain, it is that no one seems able to agree 
on exactly what educational quality is, or how to go about evaluating 
something that no one can agree on. Such is the task, as described by 
Dr. Maxwell King (1981), President of Brevard Community College in 
Florida, in discussing procedures for determining the meaning of 
educational quality: 
Quality in education is not an absolute. It can only be evaluated 
in terms of arbitrarily determined standards, and these in turn 
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depend partly on subjectively formulated aims and partly on 
objective statistical procedures •.•. Education is quality 
education to the extent that it meets the needs of the people 
being served. (p. 1) 
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In December 1981, the community college Council on Instructional 
Affairs and the community college Council of Student Affairs formed a 
committee to recommend indicators of quality in Florida community 
colleges. From this effort, 351 potential indicators of quality were 
considered (Bittner, Bungert, Guthrie-Morse, Mellan, Raines & Sawyer, 
1982). This committee agreed, 11 ••• that although much is discussed 
and written about quality, the measurement of quality remains subjec-
tive and judgmental" (p. iii). Webster (1981) wrote about the methods 
of assessing academic quality and concluded that there is a long way to 
go before the results of the such studies are generally accepted. 
Scriven (1973), Craven (1975), and Gardner (1977) have addressed the 
related area of educational evaluation. Their approaches range from a 
model that assists decision-makers in the determination of the objec-
tives of a program to a decision-oriented model of educational eval-
uation, and also, the goal-free concept. This concept suggests that if 
the main objective of evaluation is to assess the worth of outcomes, 
then no distinction should be made between intended versus unintended 
outcomes and that the evaluation should be conducted without reference 
to a program's goals or objectives. It is this diversity of thought on 
the concept of assessing educational quality that makes the job of 
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ad~ressing the scope of literature related to this field a challenge. 
Many have attempted to define and explain the concept of educational 
quality, but few can completely agree on a definition or explanation. 
This section of the literature review is presented in two parts. 
The first part reviews the attempts to define and assess quality pro-
grams and processes within the community college. Associated studies 
related to educational quality at the university and upper levels are 
also discussed. The second part provides an overview of the current 
practices and models that are being used at community colleges to 
evaluate educational quality. 
Search for Quality 
If quality in the community college is to be addressed, it must be 
addressed in the context that as an educational institution, the 
community college is not and should not be considered a second class 
university. The objectives of each (universities and community 
colleges) are distinct and separate. Priest (1980) recognizes the 
differences between the missions of community colleges and those of 
upper-level colleges (universities) and suggests that quality standards 
need to be different as well. He recommends that quality standards be 
established for community colleges to reflect their unique missions and 
goals. Although the most distinctive characteristic of the community 
college movement has been the absence of admission standards, he 
contends that this does not indicate a lack of concern about exit 
standards. In fact, those characteristics of the community college: 
student-centeredness, a focus on teaching, and responsiveness to 
change, are part of the new view of quality for higher education. 
Being different, he suggests, should not indicate being less. 
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The requirement to maintain and improve standards of operation and 
success has placed the community college in the spotlight. Cohen 
(1981), in his paper "Searching for Quality," cites a decline in qual-
ity at the community college as evidenced by the move toward open 
enrollments, reduced academic requirements, promotion of sporadic 
course-t~king patterns, and vocational, as opposed to general edu-
cation. He suggests that these (community) colleges have a respon-
sibility to examine the effects of curricula shifts to precollege-level 
course work, of allowing the level of transfer courses to deteriorate, 
and of promoting intermittent rather than sequential curricular 
structures and student attendance patterns. Thompson (1985), on the 
other hand, asserts that open door admissions and educational quality 
are not in conflict but in fact are desirable. She stresses that the 
com~unity college can support quality in an open door admissions en-
vironment if the institution is committed to reasonable achievement 
standards. Eaton (1985) also suggests that access, excellence, and 
equity can be combined, with the help of a revised access model for 
community colleges. The model would merge the desirable elements of 
competitive selection and open enrollment. Miami-Dade Community 
College has attempted to maintain access and academic achievement by 
use of a system called Standards of Academic Progress. The elements of 
this system include: reduction of course load with appropriate 
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educational interventions, periods of separation from the college, use 
of a two-track monitoring system, and administrative review of all 
students at the end of each term (Kelly, 1985). 
Others have studied quality assessment of community colleges and 
have found it to be a multifaceted problem. Palmer (1983) identifies 
five areas that are determinants of quality for the community college. 
These areas are: (a) measures related to instructional resources, 
including number of course offerings, faculty characteristics and 
effectiveness, student characteristics, and financial support; (b) 
factors related to instructional and management processes, such as 
faculty evaluation systems, budgeting, educational delivery, and 
program evaluation; (c) student outcome measures, including follow-up 
of graduates' success in finding employment or transferring to a 
four-year institution; (d) value-added approaches to quality, which 
attempt to document student learning gains; and (e) measures related to 
curriculum structure and emphasis, including the degree to which gen-
eral .education and the liberal arts are integrated into vocational 
programs, and the question of academic standards. Burrill and 
Chapdelaine (1982} define quality in terms of whether a service or 
product meets or exceeds prespecified standards and can be measured in 
relation to defined outcomes of a short-, medium-, or long-term nature. 
Roueche and Baker (1985) address the ·difficulty associated with de-
fining a related term; "excellence," and the problems involved with 
measuring "success." They contend that excellent community colleges 
are led by competent and committed presidents and deans, and that 
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quality in the classroom is a value shared throughout the institution. 
These authors go on to develop what they believe are the attributes of 
excellent schools, they include: 
Strategy 
1. Clear academic goals 
2. Emphasis on academic learning time 
Structure 
3. Well-articulated curriculum 
Systems 
4. Systematic evaluation of instructional improvement 
5. Emphasis on monitoring student progress 
Style 
6. Emphasis on order, purpose, and coherence 
7. Emphasis on student response, abilities, and participation 
Staff 
8. Emphasis on leadership 
Skills 
9. Emphasis on teamwork 
10. Teacher efficacy 
11. Student rewards and incentives 
12. Faculty rewards and incentives 
Shared Values 
13. Positive school climate 
14. High expectations 
15. Convnunity support and involvement (p. 22). 
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Handleman (1980) has reviewed the decline of educational stan-
dards as reflected in national test scores and identified four ped-
agogy causes: the abandonment of written tests in favor of objective, 
true/false testing techniques; nonpunitive grading and attendance 
policies; excessive use of technology in the classroom; and academic 
grade inflation. Other researchers have focused on the changes caused 
in community colleges by open access policies and the resultant influx 
of underprepared students. Among other recommendations, it has been 
suggested that the community colleges accept a decline in student en-
rollment in exchange for improvement in student achievement. The ex-
periences of those community colleges that have been willing to accept 
a decline in student enrollments in return for an improvement in 
achievement for those who remain suggest that the time may be right for 
a general reexamination of the policy decisions of the 70s. The faith 
in higher education along with the zeal of those who saw such innova-
tions as mastery learning, systems approaches, and communication 
technology as answers to all learning problems, led policy makers to 
overestimate the results of improving access (Richardson, 1983). 
Complimenting this position, Koltai (1982) contends that community 
colleges must help people feel, think, and act. She advocates that a 
quality (this author's emphasis) community college strives toward 
higher levels of proficiency and more emphasis on general education. 
She suggests that it is not too much to expect that the requirements 
for the associate degree prepare individuals to confront our cultural 
condition without complacency, to avoid the pitfall of progressing, 
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both individually and collectively, from one accomplishment to another, 
without ever stepping back to take a look at the total picture. Koltai 
and Wolf (1984a) continue this line of thought by suggesting that in 
order to improve quality in the community college, greater care must be 
taken in curriculum structuring, that vocational programs adopt more 
stringent standards, and that reforms emerging in secondary education 
be noted. 
In related areas, Kaplan (1984) has identified the practices that 
ensure institutional success in industrial training. His findings show 
impact is gained from attention to institutional commitment and flexi-
bility, recognition of student achievement, and the president's role in 
encouraging a "quality" commitment. Additional qualities include the 
use of honors programs for superior students, emphasizing the desire to 
teach in faculty selection, maintaining academic standards through in-
stitutional reviews, honoring outstanding instructors, and future plan-
ning of ways to promote quality in the community college (Smith, 1983). 
As evidence that these types of reforms do produce results, McCabe and 
Skidmore (1983) studied Miami-Dade Community College's comprehensive 
educational reform and the results of a longitudinal study comparing 
student performance prior to and after the reform. They conclude that 
the reforms that have been put in place do improve the educational out-
comes of the students affected. 
Building on the notion that not only instructors, but other 
"support" personnel and services at the community college can impact 
the success of the institution, Koltai and Wolf (1984b) have identified 
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the critical issues that face community college presidents and found 
them to be: finances, access, quality, and technology. Of particular 
concern, they suggest, is the overall mix of offerings in the (com-
munity college) institutions. Over time some colleges have greatly 
reduced their emphasis on the liberal arts. This has not necessarily 
been the result of a conscious process, but rather reflects the effects 
of responding to various local needs over an extended period. To the 
degree that an institution moves away from the core material of higher 
education, it runs the risk of moving to the periphery of the American 
education system. That is, the community colleges will look more like 
the proprietary or extension schools and less like the full-fledged 
members of higher education that they are used to being, with all the 
consequences with respect to public support that these perceptions 
imply. Others have identified the need for financial administrators in 
community colleges to be aware of the trends in public policy at the 
federal, state, and local levels. Responding to these trends could 
improve the financial position of the institution and in turn improve 
the "quality" of its services (Alfred, 1985). Still others have 
identified those elements required to attain and maintain excellence 
for educational programs in learning centers away from a central 
campus. Those elements include: (a) enhanced credibility for the 
director of continuing education; (b) a clear definition of roles and 
functions of the college and its local school district; (c) a liaison 
between the college president and the superintendent of the local 
school district; (d) scheduling based on student and community needs, 
(e) strong public relations with the community based on open commun-
ications, and (f) a replication of support services available to the 
central campus (Herder & Strandridge, 1980). 
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Pugh (1980) has even addressed the problem faced by the community 
college when the educational franchise is extended to increasing num-
bers of non-tradional students. Specifically, success has been 
achieved for Hispanic Americans with the use of bilingual/bicultural 
programs. In an attempt to maintain equality, Pugh suggests that new 
approaches must be found to insure quality instruction for all 
students, traditional as well as non-traditional. 
Quality and the Community College 
In an attempt to document the efforts of community colleges to 
attain and maintain quality programs and services, educational re-
searchers have surveyed, observed, and compiled various statistics that 
they feel give an indication of how well these efforts have faired. 
Smith (1984) developed a program review process for the Anchorage 
Community College, Alaska, that used performance criteria in the 
assessment of program quality. These criteria were: clear program 
goals; goal-congruent, instruction-related activities; consistency of 
the program with educational intent; integration of the curriculum with 
that of other programs and the institution as a whole; satisfactory 
vertical mobility (i.e., articulation with other community college or 
university programs); effective personnel utilization; cost effective-
ness; and strategic advantage. Dubocq (1981) has addressed the at-
tempts made by Miami-Dade Community College to tighten controls on its 
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curriculum, faculty, and students. In short, Miami-Dade Community 
College has made a commitment to achieving higher levels of literacy. 
Likewise, the development of a professional development program at 
Golden West College, Washington, has been described as a model of 
success. This program, among other things, involves all college 
personnel and utilizes campus resource persons in staff training 
(Shawl, 1984). 
Some researchers have looked beyond the specific community college 
and have addressed the attempts made to improve quality throughout the 
community college as an educational system. Keim and Keim (1981) have 
addressed the approach used by many community colleges by which they 
actively market the recruitment and retention of students. They have 
also explored the potential for coordination with universities in the 
development of a marketing plan. Seitz (1981), in his studies, has 
defined the importance of occupational program reassessment in resource 
allocation and program planning. The work of Roueche and Watkins 
(1982) h~s identified ways community college leaders may evidence 
commitment to excellence through formal evaluation systems, awareness 
of excellence and incompetence, and identification and elimination of 
barriers to instructional quality. Some of the ways that they suggest 
commitment is achieved by community college leaders include: 
1. The college has a formal, rigorous evaluation system. 
2. The college emphasizes and rewards great teachin~ but also 
sanctions incompetence. 
3. The college ferrets out and recognizes excellence in all of 
its forms. 
20 
4. The college identifies barriers to excellence in teaching and 
visibly works on reducing or eliminating them. (p. 24) 
McCabe (1981) suggests that systematic community college reforms 
are required to maintain open access and meet demands for higher aca-
demic standards and fiscal responsibility. McCabe recommends these 
basic changes: 
1. The (community) colleges should raise their expectations of 
students. 
2. The (community) colleges should become more directive. 
3. (Community) colleges should provide more information to 
students. 
4. There should be variable time and variable service programs. 
5. (Community) colleges must make a commitment to hold to stan-
dards, and implement programs which will ensure adherence to that 
commi.tment. 
6. There must be a point at which it is determined that the 
student is not going to succeed at the institution, and further 
public investment is not justified. (p. 10) 
Ostar (1973) has also identified the difficulty of measuring edu-
cational quality and suggests that a far different formula is needed to 
measure the quality and effectiveness of higher education--one which 
measures accurately the true function of (community) colleges and uni-
versities; the education and socialization of students. He identifies 
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a standard currently employed by educators. This is a traditional 
standard which defines institutional quality in highly quantifiable 
terms. According to this traditional measure/standard, institutional 
quality becomes the coefficient of the number of volumes in the 
library, the student-faculty ratio, the adequacies of the physical 
plant, and percentage of Ph.D.s on the faculty. Ostar notes that these 
factors are quantities and as such they are inputs into the higher 
education process, not the results of the process, and as such they 
give little indication of how well the college or university fulfills 
its true purpose: educating and socializing. Schneider, Klemp, and 
Kastendiek (1981) suggest that excellent colleges exist because of 
excellent faculty. Excellent faculty are those who engage students in 
their own learning while demanding excellence. They describe effective 
teachers of adults as those who successfully perform a balancing act. 
They balance classroom teaching with mentoring or advising on a 
one-to-one basis; student-centeredness with highly directive and 
perscriptive behavior; and a clear focus on task with creative, 
flexible options for student participation. 
Quality: Assessment and Identification 
Numerous attempts have been made to assess and identify 11 quality 11 
programs and services at the community college level. These evaluation 
techniques have taken many forms and have addressed the range of vari-
ables that make up the instructional delivery system, support system, 
maintenance, and advancement of the community college. Cheshire and 
Hagermeyer (1981) report the work accomplished by the faculty, staff, 
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and administration of Central Piedmont Community College, North 
Carolina, in developing a fair, objective, and effective system for 
evaluating their own job performances. One aspect of the development 
of this evaluation system was to identify the purpose and objectives of 
the system. The purpose of the evaluation system was to encourage all 
personnel to aspire to higher levels of performance in service to 
students, the community, and the institution. The objectives were: 
1. To identify standards against which each employee's perfor-
mance can be measured; 
2. To identify and recognize individuals who are performing in an 
outstanding manner; 
3. To identify and provide assurance to those individuals who are 
performing at a satisfactory level; 
4. To identify and assist individuals whose performance needs 
significant improvement. (p. 34) 
Lowe (1983) assisted in the development of an evaluation system 
designed to assess the instructional and non-instructional programs at 
Foothill College, California. In this system, the charge was to de-
termine whether the objectives of the programs were being met and to 
ascertain the direct and indirect costs of the programs. Burson (1982) 
and Vess (1983) both addressed the issue of faculty evaluation. Burson 
identified the development of a community college evaluation system 
that encourages instructors to be personally accountable for their 
professional role and to emphasize evaluation as a source of instruc-
tion rather than as a punitive process. Yess designed an aid for 
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fa~ulty and administrators of community colleges that offered 
guidelines for reviewing academic programs. This approach included the 
use of "value-added" evaluation techniques. Saunders (1981) identified 
five instructor roles as part of a two-year project undertaken at 
Shelby State Community College, Tennessee, to revise the institution's 
annual faculty evaluation. These roles included: (a) instruction; (b) 
service to the college; (c) professional growth; (d) professional ac-
tivities within the faculty member's area of expertise; and (e) 
community or public service activities. Kocher and Houston (1983) 
developed and implemented an impartial and equitable method of faculty 
evaluation for the Mountain Empire Community College, Virginia. Their 
work involved the development of an evaluation instrument that provides 
both a quantitative and qualitative student rating of faculty. This 
instrument contains questions covering the syllabus/course outline, 
objectives, course content, grading system, assignment, identification 
of student responsibilities, and the instructor's fairness and ability 
to stimulate students and help them comprehend. Others, like Piland 
(1984) and Haugen (1984), have directed their research concerns toward 
the use of these student evaluations. Piland considered the percep-
tions of community college students, faculty, and administrators con-
cerning the objectivity of student evaluations of instruction. This 
researcher considered the seriousness with which students undertake 
instructional evaluations on instructor's performance, and the use of 
student evaluation. These findings suggest that administrators and 
students tended to agree with items (of the research instrument used) 
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that reflected the seriousness with which students undertake 
instructional evaluation. Faculty did not share the same opinions. 
Without the proper dialogue between faculty and students regarding the 
students' mental set when rating teachers, faculty may question the 
seriousness of the results obtained from the ratings. It was shown 
that administrators and students, interacting with faculty, need to 
review research findings concerning student evaluation of instruction 
if (this type of) evaluation is to have an impact on improvement of 
instruction. In related research, Haugen examined the relationships 
between student ratings of community college instructors teaching in 
university transfer programs and the instructors' pedagogical training, 
subject-matter preparation in teaching field, and length of teaching 
experience. These studies have shown that students do give higher 
ratings to teachers with pedagogical training. However, Fitzgerald and 
Grafton (1981) have described a study in which they investigated re-
lationships between community college faculty's evaluations by peers 
and students, revealing a high degree of consensus but higher ratings 
from peers than students. 
Cashin (1983) addressed the general problems related to faculty 
evaluation systems and student ratings in the community college and 
recommended using student rating data in conjunction with other sources 
of information to compensate for its limitations. Cashin additionally 
cites that a major source of difficulty with any evaluation system is 
the confusion between evaluation and development. Both involve the 
gathering of accurate, meaningful, and interpretable data. However, 
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the intent of evaluation--summative evaluation--is to make personnel 
decisions. The intent of development--formative evaluation--is to 
gather diagnostic data to help the individual teacher improve. Eval-
uation must be comprehensive. It must cover all of a faculty members' 
overall performance. For development, it is sufficient if data are 
obtained in those areas the faculty member has selected for improve-
ment. Also, a general problem with evaluation systems is that, in a 
desire to be fair, they try to treat everyone uniformly. The only way 
an evaluation system can be fair is to recognize the real and legit-
imate differences in various academic programs. Requiring the same 
kind of academic credential for every instructor may be inappropriate. 
If one is teaching building trades, being a master plumber is more 
important than being a master of arts. Walters (1970) developed a 
study to identify indicators of quality for public junior colleges 
through an analysis of peer opinions obtained from evaluations of 
selected institutions. The source of the peer opinions was visiting 
corrrnittee reports of the Southern Association of Colleges and School~. 
These findings showed that most of the indicators identified related to 
the procedures used within the colleges, the efficiency of operations, 
the staffing levels, and the relationships between individuals in the 
hierarchical structure. The evaluation committees, whose reports were 
used for the study, did not express opinions regarding student success 
and achievement, the products and results of the institutions' oper-
ations, or the effectiveness of the institutions in fulfilling their 
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purpose. Identifying, in effect, additional problems associated with 
attempts to assess and identify quality at the community college level. 
While some researchers have dealt with the question of student 
ratings in community colleges, others have researched the need to 
identify criteria used to assess faculty development programs in com-
munity colleges and the extent to which these colleges believed the 
evaluation standards were being met (Smith, 1981). Still others have 
explored staff evaluation in the 70s in the areas of faculty eval-
uation; the student role; evaluation criteria, programs, and systems; 
and administrator evaluation. As has been stated, it has been shown 
that the concerns expressed in the 70s are still prevalent in the 80s 
(Palmer, 1983). As a way to address these concerns and in an attempt 
to minimize the negative consequences of adversary faculty-
administrator relationships found in most community college evaluation 
systems, Mark (1982) has offered guidelines and recommends a system 
based on considerations such as faculty involvement, publicized pur-
poses, peer, self, student evaluations, and feedback. Van Allen (1982) 
compliments this position and concludes that student evaluation affords 
a powerful device for describing teacher effectiveness after studying 
the results of a student assessment of instructor performance in the 
North Carolina Community College system. Smith (1983), however, has 
pointed out an emerging concern of the legal considerations associated 
with educational evaluations. He cites the work done by Thomas (1981) 
when he compiled an extensive list of legal considerations which were 
offered to help colleges avoid any legal entanglements that might arise 
as a result of new or revised staff evaluation plans. This list in-
cludes: 
1. The criteria should be developed from a job analysis (job 
related) through content validation procedures. 
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2. Administration, faculty, and students should be involved in 
the development of the system. 
3. Individuals evaluating job performance should observe 
employees frequently. 
4. Where possible, evaluations should be based on observable job 
behaviors. 
5. Evaluation forms must be written in clear and concise 
language, including directions and purpose. 
6. Evaluations should be conducted and scored under standardized 
conditions. 
7. Evaluators must be trained in the use of the instrument. 
8. Several evaluation sources are required and their evaluations 
should be independent. 
9. Performance evaluation must be conducted before any personnel 
decisions can be made. 
10. Evaluations should be supported by objective evidence of per-
formance results. 
11. Student evaluations with comments about the faculty member 
must not be summarized. Either all or none of the comments should 
be made public. 
12. Classroom observations by colleagues must follow a list of 
teaching behaviors known to the faculty member being observed. 
13. Self-appraisals must not be used for tenure, promotion, and 
retention decisions. 
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14. Criteria, standards, and procedures should be communicated to 
the persons being evaluated. 
1~. Faculty should be informed of the results of their performance 
evaluations. 
16. The evaluation system must not be discriminatory in intent, 
application, and results. (p. 106} 
Smith goes on to reveal that this list of legal considerations was 
developed using references of Holley and Field (1977), Kaplin (1979), 
and Seldin (1980). Thomas (1981) was careful to note that this pro-
posed set of guidelines provided no guarantee that an institution fol-
lowing these suggestions would not be found liable in a court suit. 
However, she felt that the probability of such an outcome would be 
considerably reduced if these guidelines were followed. 
Legal considerations aside, Hinkley (1983) has addressed the 
concerns many community college faculty have expressed about lagging 
academic standards. The key, he suggests, is first agreeing upon the 
standards required, and then conveying these standards to the student. 
Taking a slightly different approach, Andrews (1985) suggests the first 
step in evaluating for excellence in the educational setting is to de-
velop a profile of the strengths and personality factors to be looked 
for in job candidates. Richardson (1984) has worked with the urban 
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co~munity colleges to assist in determining their goals and objectives 
and success in achieving them. He suggests that the two fundamental 
criteria for determining this success are effectiveness (i.e., 
performing a legitimate function for which a need exists at some level 
of quality) and efficiency (i.e., producing at as high a level of 
output as possible with as low a level of inputs or costs as possible). 
He further asserts that the main difficulty in determining the success 
of community colleges arises from the different views of effectiveness. 
Others approach the problem of identifying and assessing educational 
quality from different perspectives. Dzierlenga (1980) included the 
assessment of part-time faculty performance as an important evaluation 
tool for corrnnunity colleges. Pealer (1980) addressed the use of a tel-
ephone survey of the community to assist · the Central Florida Community 
College to identify the educational needs of its service district. 
A related concern has been expressed by Veit (1980) in his ques-
tioning of the propriety of the inservice training and administrative 
superyision found in the community ·colleges where standards are estab-
lished by non-teaching administrators. He suggests that these programs 
should be monitored by discipline-oriented professional associations 
outside the institution. Vess (1981) has questioned the propriety of 
using community college faculty rating instruments constructed through 
collective bargaining without scientific pilot testing of those in-
struments. Additionally, Kennedy (1980) has identified a need for 
long-term strategic planners for two-year colleges to use prognostic 
data as a means of assisting decision-makers in the proper allocation 
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of college resources. In an attempt to determine the effect of changes 
in fiscal support on the quality of educational programs in 
California's community colleges, Silverman (1983) has shown through his 
studies that faculty burnout, staff development, and library expendi-
tures, and state support per average daily attendance are the most sen-
sitive to funding level changes. Sanchez (1980) addressed the methods 
of administrator evaluation used in community colleges and found that 
the demand for accountability, the shifting roles of the president, and 
the growing complexity of community colleges has increased the interest 
in the need for administrator evaluation. 
Much has been done to address the differences between community, 
technical, and junior colleges with the work of Parnell (1982) para-
mount in identifying the misunderstandings about the nature and role of 
these institutions. Clowes (1981) proposes a community college program 
review model which promotes institutional autonomy and satisfies ac-
countability demands. He further recommends that community colleges 
use a need/access model rather than the equality/excellence model ap-
propriate for universities. Just as Nussbaum (1983) has recommended to 
the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges new minimum 
standards in the area of instructional programs, faculty, and facili-
ties, Nagel (1981) had already identified that of 39 image sources 
cited by community college presidents, student performance was rated as 
most influential. Magoun (1966) and Gourman (1967) helped identify the 
concern associated with "quality" and higher education institutions. 
Gourman observed: 
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"Quality is vital because reputation or image and quality do not 
always coincide. For instance the regional and national accred-
iting associations are concerned about quality but not in any 
precise or useful way to the public. Accreditation is mainly 
finding that an institution is not conspicuously defective in 
physical and faculty resources. (Gourman) finds that the assets 
and liabilities are not known. There are clusters of accredited 
institutions lacking in essential elements. Institutions which 
are far apart in quality receive the same approval in terms of 
certification to the public. The public is not informed about the 
facts (p. i). 
In the attempt to make these facts known, researchers have worked 
to develop the tools of educational evaluation that are suitable to the 
task of identifying "quality" programs and services within higher 
education. 
Evaluation of Educational Quality 
In order to understand the body of knowledge that relates to 
evaluation of educational quality, a review of the models, terms, and 
practices that are presently in use is helpful. 
Defining the Terms 
In order to understand the process of educational evaluation and 
educational quality assessment, it is necessary to have a common under-
standing of the terms and terminology used in each process. Popham 
32 
(1975} has identified five terms that are used to describe educational 
evaluation. These terms and their definitions are: 
1. Measurement: First, measurement should not be equated to 
evaluation. They are not the same. Evaluation connotes a 
"determination of worth," whereas measurement is the act of de-
termining the degree to which an individual possesses a certain 
attribute. 
2. Grading: The process of engaging in an assessment of merit. 
3. Accountability: An attempt to define the degree of worth of a 
program or service, for use by an external decision-maker. 
4. Assessment: A term which is used interchangeably with 
"measurement," assessment can mean both a valueless measurement or 
type of systematic evaluation. 
5. Appraisal: A term synon}1Tlous with "evaluation." It is an 
attempt to determine the worth of a program, service, or delivery 
method . ( p • 11 } 
Bloom, Hastings, and Madaus (1971} suggest that the purpose of 
evaluation, as it is most frequently used in the existing education 
systems, is primarily the grading and classifying of students. They 
propose a broader view. Their view encompasses: 
1. Evaluation as a method of acquiring and processing the 
evidence needed to improve the student's learning and the 
teaching. 
2. Evaluation as including a great variety of evidence beyond the 
usual final paper and pencil examination. 
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3. Evaluation as an aid in clarifying the significant goals and 
objectives of education and as a process for determining the 
extent to which students are developing in these desired ways. 
4. Eval~ation as a system of quality control in which it may be 
determined at each step in the teaching-learning process whether 
the process is effective or not, and if not, what changes must be 
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made to ensure its effectiveness before it is too late. 
5. Finally, evaluation as a tool in education practice for as-
certaining whether alternative procedures are equally effective 
or not in achieving a set of educational ends. 
Stufflebeam, Foley, Gephart, Guba, Hammond, Merriman, and Malcomb 
(1971) described three definitions of educational evaluation from which 
most others are derived. These three include: (a) equating evaluation 
with measurement; (b) involving the determination of the congruence 
between performance and objectives; and (c) the process more commonly 
identified as professional judgement. Pyatte (1970) artd Doll (1970) 
defined evaluation as the deliberate act of gathering and processing 
information according to some rational plan, and as 11 a broad and con-
tinuous effort to inquire into the effects of utilizing educational 
content and process according to clearly defined goals" (Doll, p • . 361), 
respectively. Much earlier, Cronbach (1963) defined evaluation as the 
use of information collected to make decisions about an educational 
program. Others, such as Bowker (1964), Gourman (1967), and Webster 
(1981) have built on the framework of educational evaluation techniques 
to develop "quality" assessment procedures and have applied them to 
institutions of higher education. 
Models of Quality Evaluation 
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In an attempt to apply the methods of quality evaluation and as-
sessment developed by numerous researchers and educators, the work of 
Fotheringham (1979) described these types of quality indicators as 
including context (described as variables which include number of 
library books, administrative policies and physical facilities), 
faculty input, faculty-student interaction, and student input. The 
purpose was to determine the views of presidents, deans, and local 
trustees toward selected indicators of quality in higher education. 
From this study, ten indicators were identified as the best indicators 
of quality. They were: 
l. Increase between admission and graduation in students' scores 
on a test of ability to reason and think critically. 
2. Percentage of graduates who obtain recognition in their chosen 
field. 
3. Scores of graduating seniors on a test of critical thinking 
ski 11 s. 
4. Increase between admission and graduation in students' scores 
on a test of reading and writing skills. 
5. Increase between admission and graduation in students' scores 
on a test of general knowledge. 
6. Number of library books borrowed annually by each student. 
7. Percentage of graduates who enter advanced study. 
8. Number of faculty hours per week spent in conference with 
individual students. 
9. Faculty-student ratio. 
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10. Scores of graduating seniors on a test of general knowledge. 
Chapman (1978), Cates (1979), and Toth (1979) have attempted to 
identify models for determining such diverse variables as the eval-
uation of administration, instruction, and services of a community 
college, personal qualifications of faculty for the community junior 
college, and governance of community colleges. Each has approached 
his/her area of interest with a type of "quality" assessment technique 
that has identified indicators for determining program, individual, and 
administrative success. Bowker (1964) developed a number of criteria 
which can be used to rank graduate schools in the United States. This 
model of quality assessment used the technique of asking departmental 
chairpersons in arts and sciences across the country to rate the top 
departments in their fields, and then construct a composite ranking. 
However, the exception to this approach is expressed by Elbon and Rose 
(1972) when they question the objectivity of those who do the rankings 
and their own personal biases and possible lack of knowledge of the 
quality of all graduate schools. Olscamp (1978) addressed the problem 
of quantifying program quality and suggests that models of assessment 
that rely on quantifiable factors of an institution (e.g., volumes in 
the library) may completely overlook the part "quality" (that ingred-
ient that distinguishes "good" from "best") plays in the actual 
assessment of that institution. Boyer (1964) was aware of this 
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intangible ingredient and described it as a "climate for learning" that 
pervades the institution. His is a good example of the difficulty in 
being able to define specifically what educational quality is and how 
to identify i~s variables and measure them. 
Current practices have been built on the work of Keller (1969), 
Lawrence, Weathersby, and Patterson (1970), Turnball (1971), Lupton 
(1979), and Adams (1983) in which each has attempted to determine a 
means to assess educational quality as it reflects optimal programs, 
services, and management of community colleges and upper level edu-
cational institutions. These programs are just a sampling of the many 
presently in place and soon to be put in place as educational re-
searchers continue the task of identifying, developing, and refining 
the tools of evaluation that are the mainstay for assessing and iden-
tifying "quality" educational programs and services. 
Summary 
In this chapter selected related literature in the areas of 
quality indicators and evaluation of educational quality has been 
reviewed. It has been noted that it is this issue of quality that now 
dominates the attention of those involved in higher education, and just 
as equity and access were the major issues of the 60s and 70s, quality 
has shown itself to be of principal concern in the 80s (Steuart & 
Rathburn, 1982). The work of Bowen (1974), Craven (1980), and Skinner 
and Tafel (1986) has helped to identify the efforts underway to address 
the issue of quality of educational programs and services as well as 
helped to identify the fact that these efforts have drawn attention 
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from both within the institutions and from state governing bodies. 
King (1981) points out that quality education is not an absolute and 
that to achieve quality education one must first know what it is and 
how to measure it. The literature has shown that much has been done to 
address this issue of quality and quality indicators. The work of 
Webster (1981), Scriven (1973), Craven (1975), and others has dealt 
with educational evaluation and has helped to develop models for use in 
educational quality assessment evaluation. As part of the search for 
quality in the community college, Priest (1980) identified the fact 
that the differences between the missions of the community colleges and 
those of upper level colleges (universities) is real and must be 
allowed for in the use of these models. 
In an attempt to define quality as it exists at the community 
college, the work of Dubocq (1981), Smith (1984), Shawl (1984), and 
others has been examined and it is clear that no one best approach has 
been found to identify quality programs or for that matter what quality 
programs really are. The more objective the researcher becomes, the 
more obvious it is that subjective biases influence the outcomes. By 
being too objective and in effect, counting only the books, the "feel" 
and "climate of learning" of the institution is .overlooked. The task 
then becomes the development of an evaluation instrument that can 
assess the properties associated with "quality" programs and insti-
tutions and do it with a degree of accuracy and fairness that makes it 
acceptable to faculty, students, administrators, legislators, and 
taxpayers. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The Problem 
The problem in this research study was to determine the degree of 
usefulness of the Indicators of Progress toward Excellence used by the 
Florida State Board of Community Colleges as perceived by the 
presidents of Florida's 28 community colleges. An additional purpose 
was to identify similarities or differences in the perceived mean-
usefulness ratings of the indicators toward quality for the presidents 
according to various classifications including: 
1. The program or service area with which the responding presi-
dents most closely identified themselves. 
2. The administrative areas within which the ·responding presi-
dents have had prior experience. 
3. Personal characteristics of respondents including sex, degree 
level, years in present position, years at present college, years in 
community college education, and years in education other than com-
munity college education. 
4. General characteristics of the institution within which the 
presidents were employed including the market region, area vocational 
education school designate, total size of the institution in terms of 
the FTE served, the percentage of total college FTE served in the 
advanced and professional program area, the percentage of total college 
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FTE served in the occupational (vocational) program area, and the 
percentage of total college FTE served in the developmental area. 
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5. Opinions of respondents relative to the amount of time spent 
in, extent of involvement in, and level of experience in program 
quality-evaluation decision-making at their institution. Respondents 
were also asked to give their perception of the degree to which their 
position allows participation in these areas. 
A description of these classifications is developed and displayed 
with the results. 
The following sections describe the design of the study, the 
development of the study questionnaire, the survey population, the 
collection of the data, and the analysis of these data. 
Design of the Study 
This study was designed to assess the Florida community college 
presidents' perceptions of the usefulness of the Indicators of Progress 
toward Excellence used by the State Board of Community Colleges. The 
review of the related literature indicates that numerous methods for 
attempting to detern1ine the quality of educational programs are 
available. The Florida State Board of Community Colleges uses a set of 
findings based on indicators of progress to determine movement toward 
excellence (Measurement and Reporting on Educational Excellence Act, 
6A-l0.243, Florida Administrative Code, 1984). Acceptance or rejection 
of this method of assessing movement toward educational excellence by 
community college presidents can be influenced by the degree these same 
presidents find the overall method and indicators to be useful to 
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themselves and to the goal of assessing their own college's movement 
toward excellence (Maxwell, 1986). From this, a survey design was 
adopted for this study and a questionnaire was constructed to measure 
the presidents' perceptions of the usefulness of the Florida State 
Board of Community Colleges Indicators of Progress toward Excellence. 
The approach to educational quality assessment utilized in this study 
was more of the traditional approach, but tempered with an attempt to 
add the element of acceptance from the community college presidents by 
allowing them the opportunity to give input into the quality indicators 
selection process. This research study was based heavily upon the same 
design and format used by Steuart and Rathburn for their study 
"Quality: A Decision Making Approach" which in turn was based on the 
research design used by the Educational Testing Service to assess 
quality in doctoral education programs (Clark, Hartnett, & Baird, 
1976). 
1. 
The questionnaire was organized to collect data in four areas. 
Demographic data of respondents. These data included the 
respondent's name, college, years in present position, years at present 
college, years in community college education, years in education other 
than community college education, age, sex and highest degree held. 
2. Usefulness-ratings of the indicators identified for the study. 
3. Degree to which their position is associated with each program 
area. 
4. Opinions of respondents of the amount of time spent in program 
quality-indicators activities, the extent of their involvement in pro-
gram quality-identification, their perceived level of experience in 
program quality-evaluation decision making, and the degree to which 
their position was associated with each of these areas. 
Development of the Study Questionnaire 
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In order to assess the community college presidents' perceived 
usefulness of the Florida State Board of Community Colleges Indicators 
of Progress toward Excellence, a questionnaire based on the Steuart & 
Rathburn (1982) design was developed and used in this study that 
contained a list of 40 statements. These statements related to the 
Indicators of Progress toward Excellence and asked for respondents to 
rate them for their degree of usefulness in establishing progress 
toward excellence as defined in the Measurement and Reporting on 
Educational Excellence Act, 6A-10.243, Florida Administrative Code 
(1984). Twenty indicators were identified and two statements for each 
indicator were developed for use in the survey. 
The indicators rated in this study were identified by combining 
those used for the 1985-86 academic year with the indicators developed 
in part by the Quality Indicators Task Force and submitted to the 
Department of Education, State Board of Community Colleges in 1986. 
This final list was checked by the Department of Education, State Board 
of Community Colleges and determined to be complete and suitable for 
use with this study. 
Using the indicators contained in Appendix Band Appendix C, a 
questionnaire was developed to collect these required data. The 
questionnaire was submitted to the Florida State Board of Community 
Colleges and members of the Quality Indicators Task Force for review 
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and refinement. The questionnaire was evaluated and input was provided 
to refine the following areas: 
1. The questionnaire format. 
2. The questionnaire's directions. 
3. The organization of the indicators. 
4. The statements describing the Indicators of Progress toward 
Excellence. 
5. The rating scale. 
6. The time needed to complete the questionnaire. 
The final form of the survey questionnaire that was a result of 
this review process is located in Appendix E. 
The questionnaire consists of seven sections. Section one 
requests respondents to print their name and name of college in the 
appropriate area. 
Section two describes the purpose of the study, the organization 
of the questionnaire, and the directions for completing the 
questionnaire. The indicator categories / are described and directions 
for adding and rating any additional indicators is given. 
Section three asks that the respondents check the one program area 
in which they feel they are most closely identified with in answering 
the questionnaire. Those program areas are: General {No specific area 
in mind), Advanced and Professional, Occupational, Developmental, 
Community Instructional Services, Student Support Services and Other. 
The Other category allows for a written-in response. 
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Section four consists of a series of questions designed to collect 
demographic data on the respondents. These data include years in 
present position, years at present college, years in community college 
education, years in education other than community college education, 
birthdate, sex and highest degree held. 
Section five contains a description of the rating scale used to 
rate the indicators for the degree of usefulness as perceived by the 
community college presidents. An example of the rating scale is 
provided. The scale is: 10 being very useful, 7 being of some use, 4 
being of little use, and O being of no use. The scale runs 10 through 
O and allows the respondents to rate the statements by degree of 
usefulness anywhere on the scale between 10 and O. Respondents are 
asked to rate any indicators they perceived as not applicable to their 
respective institutions or programs with a 11 011 • Those statements that 
are not rated for any reason are also given a 11 011 for analysis 
purposes. The statements to be rated follow. 
The sixth section of the questionnaire requests that the 
respondents indicate the degree to which their position as president is 
associated with each of the following program areas: Advanced and 
Professional, Community Instructional Services, Developmental, 
Occupational and Student Support Services. The respondents are also 
asked to identify the amount of time they spend in program quality 
evaluation activities, the extent of their involvement in program 
quality-evaluation decision making at their institution and their 
perception of the level of experience they have in program 
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quality-evaluation decision making. The opinion choices available are: 
1-NONE ("None of my activities or time"}, 2=LITTLE {"Less than one-
fourth but more than none of my activities or time 11 }, 3=SOME 
("One-fourth or more but less than three-fourths of my activities or 
time"), 4=CONSIDERABLE {11 Three-fourths or more but less than all of my 
activities or time") and 5=ALL{TOTAL} {11 100% of my activities or time). 
Directions are also given for adding any comments or indicators to the 
questionnaire. 
Section seven gives directions for returning the questionnaire and 
offers a thank-you for the respondents' expenditure of time and energy 
on the project. 
Collection of Data 
While the questionnaire was being developed, the review panel was 
asked to estimate the amount of time needed for its completion. The 
estimate of time nee4ed to complete the questionnaire was approximately 
30 minutes. 
As a way to gain support for this study, the endorsement of the 
Council of Presidents was sought. After this endorsement was granted, 
the survey, along with a cover letter from the Office of the Executive 
Director, State Board of Community Colleges, Florida {Appendix D) was 
sent to each community college president describing the study and 
requesting that they complete the survey and return it by a specified 
date. It was anticipated that a 100% participation rate would be 
achieved. 
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With the return of the completed questionnaires, the respondents 
were contacted, thanking them for their help, and requesting the return 
of any additional comments or information. Follow-up procedures 
involved ·three steps. First a letter was sent to those respondents 
from whom questionnaires were not received requesting that they 
complete the questionnaire at their earliest convenience and return it 
as soon as possible. When this process proved to be ineffective, a 
second letter was sent out which included a copy of the questionnaire 
and a request that the respondent complete and return it as soon as 
possible. When required, those who did not respond after a second 
letter were contacted directly either in person or by phone. Each 
respondent completing and returning the questionnaire was then thanked 
for his/her investment of time and effort in the study. 
After receipt, each questionnaire was given an institution code 
based on the reported college. This code was used to identify the 
respondents for follow-up and to facilitate classification of the 
respondents for various analyses. As a supplement to the information 
collected from the survey questionnaire, 10 of the 28 presidents were 
contacted as a follow-up and asked to respond to five questions. The 
institution codes used for classifying the respondents and identifying 
the 10 presidents are displayed in Chapter IV, tables 2 and 3. 
Survey Population 
The identification of the presidents included in this research 
study was determined by the State Department of Community Colleges for 
each community college, and it was anticipated that 100% of the 28 
Florida community colleges would participate in the study. This 
information may be found in Appendix A. 
Analysis of the Data 
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These data were analyzed with the assistance of the SPSSPC+, 
{Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) computer system for data 
analysis. The mean, standard deviation, variance, range, and measures 
of median and mode were calculated for each indicator for all 
respondents and for each classification of respondents described in the 
study. Using the calculated means, the indicators were ranked for all 
respondents and for respondents in each classification. 
To supplement and assist in describing the outcome of these data, 
descriptive profiles in the form of personal interviews were 
constructed for 10 of the 28 community college presidents. The 10 
presidents were randomly selected and asked the following: {a) did the 
indicators listed in the questionnaire adequately address the range of 
responses needed to identify 11 quality 11 programs, student services 
and/or outcomes at your institution?, {b) if not, what indicators 
should be used?, (c) does the present system for identifying "quality" 
at your institution work well or does it need improvement?, what 
improvements?, {d) is it possible to identify and report "quality" in 
this manner?, and {e) in you opinion, is it useful to collect and 
report this type of information?, useful to whom and why?. Answers to 
these questions were collected by both direct interview and by 
telephone. The results of these interviews are presented in Chapter IV 
and Appendix H. 
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In addition to the descriptive profiles, multiple between analysis 
of variance designs were constructed to analyze the interrelationship 
between the dependent indicator variables and the independent 
demographic information. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) tables were 
developed to address the responses to all indicators as compared 
against the independent variables. Dependent factors represented were 
C I 
students, faculty/staff, cost/resources, and general information 
indicators. Independent variables included size of school by total FTE 
count, location of school by market region, vocational or 
non-vocational designation, numbers of FTE students by program area, 
and related descriptive data. Results of this analysis are presented 
in Chapter IV with detailed tables for each indicator in Appendix G. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Introduction 
This study was undertaken to assess the perceived degree of 
usefulness the indicators of progress toward excellence have for the 
presidents of Florida's 28 community colleges. An additional purpose 
of the study was to identify what information is considered most valid 
to the presidents of Florida's community colleges in making 
quality-evaluation decisions about programs and services offered by 
their colleges. The study also identified similarities and differences 
in the usefulness ratings of the indicators for the presidents by the 
program area in which they most closely associate themselves; by type 
of institution in which they serve and by other selected personal and 
institutional classifications (Appendix F). In addition to reporting 
the survey questionnaire results, follow-up questions were addressed to 
10 randomly selected presidents to supplement the study questionnaire 
findings. 
This chapter presents the results of this study. The results are 
presented in ·six sections: a description of the study respondents, 
presentation of the results for all respondents, presentation of the 
results for each of the quality indicator groups (student, faculty/ 
staff, costs/resources and general), presentation of the results for 
respondents classified by administrative area, presentation of the 
results for respondents by selected institutional characteristics and 
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presentation of the results of the questionnaire follow-up. Chapter V 
contains these results as well as the conclusions and recommendations 
of the study. The study is completed with the use of appendices. 
Description of Respondents 
The results are based upon an analysis of responses received from 
the 28 presidents of Florida's 28 public community/junior colleges. 
The response rate for the study was 100%. All of the descriptive data 
collected on the respondents were by self-report as indicated on the 
questionnaire. Responses to follow-up questions were either by the 
presidents themselves or by someone at their college who they felt 
could relay their views. The nun1ber of males to females was 
approximately eight to one (89% males, 11% females). Of the 28 
respondents, 96% reported having the doctorate degree, 71% reported 
that they have been president of their community college more than five 
years, 89% reported having more than 12 years experience in community 
college education and 42% reported more than five years in education 
other than community college education (Table 1). 
Upon receipt of the completed questionnaire, each respondent was 
identified as to which college they were president and then each 
college was identified with a number, 1 thro~gh 28 (Table 2). · F~om 
these 28, 10 colleges were randomly selected to respond to a set of 
follow-up questions. Those selected are identified in Table 3. 
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TABLE l 
Frequencies for All Respondents by Sex, Degree Held, Years in Present 
Position, Years at Present College, Years in Community College 
Education ·and Years in Education Other than Community College by 
Self-Report (N=28) 
Sex 
Female 
Male 
VARIABLE 
Degree Held 
Specialist 
Doctorate 
Years in Present Position 
2 years or less 
3 through 5 years 
6 through 15 years 
More than 15 years 
Years at Present College 
5 years or less 
6 through 10 years 
11 through 15 years 
More than 15 years 
Years in Community 
College Education 
6 years or less 
7 through 11 years 
12 through 15 years 
More than 15 years 
Years in Education Other Than 
Community College 
Less than 1 year 
l through 5 years 
6 through 10 years 
More than 10 years 
FREQUENCY 
3 
25 
l 
27 
3 
5 
13 
7 
9 
3 
6 
10 
0 
3 
5 
20 
7 
9 
4 
8 
PERCENT 
of N 
10.7 
89.3 
3.6 
96.4 
10.7 
17.9 
46.4 
25.0 
32.2 
10.7 
21.4 
35.7 
o.o 
10.7 
17.9 
71.4 
25.0 
32.2 
14.3 
28.5 
TABLE 2 
List of Colleges with Number Designators as 
Used in the Study Questionnaire 
College Number College Name 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
Pensacola Junior College 
Okaloosa-Walton Junior College 
Gulf Coast Community College 
Chipola Junior College 
Tallahassee Community College 
North Florida Junior College 
Lake City Community College 
Florida Junior College at Jax 
Santa Fe Community College 
St. Johns River Community College 
Central Florida Community College 
Daytona Beach Community College 
Seminole Community College 
Lake-Sumter Communtiy College 
Pasco-Hernando Community College 
St. Petersburg Junior College 
Hillsborough Community College 
Polk Community College 
Valencia Community College 
Brevard Community College 
Indian River Community College 
South Florida Community College 
Manatee Community College 
Edison Community College 
Palm Beach Junior College 
Broward Community College 
Miami-Dade Community College 
Florida Keys Community College 
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TABLE 3 
Colleges Randomly Selected to Participate in 
Study Questionnaire Follow-up 
College Number College Name 
3 
4 
13 
14 
19 
20 
21 
23 
25 
27 
Gulf Coast Community College 
Chipola Junior College 
Seminole Community College 
Lake-Sumter Community College 
Valencia Community College 
Brevard Community College 
Indian River Community College 
Manatee Community College 
Palm Beach Junior College 
Miami-Dade Community College 
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Each of the 28 respondents was additionally asked to identify which of 
seven administrative areas they felt best represented the program area 
they most closely associated themselves with when responding to the 
questionnaire (Table 4). 
In the questionnaire, respondents were asked to indicate the 
amount of time they spent in program quality-evaluation activities, the 
extent of their involvement in program quality-evaluation decision 
making at their institution, their level of experience in program 
quality-evaluation decision making and the degree to which their 
position as president is associated with each of the following program 
areas: (1) Advanced and Professional; (2) Community Instructional 
Services; (3) Developmental; (4) Occupational; and (5) Student Support 
Services (Appendix F). To indicate these opinions, respondents were 
provided the following scale: 
l = NONE ("None of my activities or time") 
2 = LITTLE ("Less than one-fourth but more than none 
of my activities or time") 
3 = SOME ("One-fourth or more but less than three-fourths 
of my activities or time") 
4 = CONSIDERABLE ("Three-fourths or more but less than 
a 11 of my activities or time") 
5 = ALL ("Total, 100% of my activities or time") 
The frequencies of the responses to these questions have been 
collapsed and are reported in tables 5 and 6. 
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Over 60% of the respondents reported spending some to much of 
their time in program quality-evaluation activities. Over 80% reported 
that their extent of involvement in program quality-evaluation 
decision-making involved one-fourth or more of their activities or 
time. All respondents reported having from some to considerable 
experience in program quality-evaluation decision-making. When asked 
to identify to what degree their position as president is associated 
with the five program areas, the majority said they spent from 
one-fourth to three-fourths of their activities and time with the 
advanced and professional program area. On the other hand, most {18 of 
28) said they spent little of their time or activities associated with 
the developmental and community instructional services areas. The 
remainder of their activities and time devoted to these program areas 
appears to be evenly divided between the occupational and student 
support services areas. 
When asked to respond to the question, "Which program area do you 
feel best represents the program area with which you most closely 
identify yourself in rating the indicators," the vast majority {23 of 
28) responded, "General"; no specific area in mind. The only other 
TABLE 5 
Frequencies for All Respondents by Time Spent in Program Quality-
Evaluation Activities, Extent of Involvement in Program Quality-
Evaluation Decision-Making and Level of Experience in Program 
Quality-Evaluation Decision-Making (N=28) 
ACTIVITY/ INVOLVEMENT/ 
EXPERIENCE 
Time Spent in Program Quality-
Evaluation Activities 
- little 
- some 
- much 
Extent of Involvement in Program 
Quality-Evaluation Decision-
Making 
- little 
- some 
- much 
Level of Experience in Program 
Quality-Evaluation Decision-
Making 
- little 
- some 
- much 
FREQUENCY 
11 
14 
3 
5 
10 
13 
0 
6 
22 
PERCENT 
of N 
39.3 
50.0 
10. 7 
17.9 
35.7 
46.4 
0.0 
21.4 
78.6 
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TABLE 6 
Frequencies for All Respondents by Degree to Which their Position 
as President is Associated with Identified Program Areas (N=28) 
PROGRAM AREA/ PERCENT 
DEGREE OF ASSOCIATION FREQUENCY of N 
Advanced & Professional 
- little 7 25.0 
- some 15 53.6 
- much 6 21.4 
Developmental 
- little 18 64.3 
- some 8 28.5 
- much 2 7.2 
Community Instructional Services 
- little 18 64.3 
- some 8 28.5 
- much 2 7.2 
Occupational 
- little 9 32.2 
- some 15 53.6 
- much 4 14.2 
Student Support Services 
- little 13 46.4 
- some 12 42.9 
- much 3 10.7 
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categories to be checked included 3 in the "Advanced and Professional 11 
area and 2 in the 11 0ther 11 area. Those who checked the 11 0ther 11 
category, specifically cited 11 President 11 and "Administrative" as their 
responses. 
Results for all Respondents 
Mean usefulness ratings were calculated for each quality indicator 
for all respondents and are displayed in Appendix G. On a scale that 
ran from Oto 10 (0 being of no use, l through 4 being of little use, 5 
through 7 being of some use, and 8 through 10 being very useful), the 
lowest mean usefulness rating was 4.92 with the highest being 8.89. 
The variability in the ratings was quite wide. Individual indicator 
responses ran the full length of the rating scale. It was noted that 
for every respondent that rated a particular indicator with a zero, 
there was at least one other respondent that gave that same indicator a 
10. Of the 40 indicators, there were 12 that were treated in this 
manner. 
Of the 28 respondents (100% return from the 28 Florida community 
colleges), 25 of the 28 are male, 27 hold the doctorate degree and one 
holds a specialist degree. Three (11%) of the presidents have been in 
their present position two years or less, five (18%) have held their 
position from three to five years, 13 (46%) have been president at 
their present college from 6 to 15-years, and seven (25%) have held 
their position of president at their community college more than 15 
years. Four of the 28 presidents (14%) have held their position 
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for more than 20 years. On average, the presidents have been at their 
present institutions 12 years, have spent on average 19 years in 
community college education and have on average nine years experience 
in education other than community college education. 
When asked to identify the degree to which their position as 
president is associated with the following program areas: (1) Advanced 
and Professional; (2) Community Instructional Services; (3) 
Developmental; (4) Occupational; and (5) Student Support Services (see 
Appendix F for definitions), the presidents responded in the following 
manner: seven (25%) reported little, fifteen (54%) reported some and, 
six (21%) reported much in the advanced and professional area, eighteen 
(64%) reported little, eight (29%) reported some and two (7%) reported 
much in the community instructional services area, eighteen (64%) 
reported little, eight (29%) reported some and two (7%) reported much 
in the developmental area, nine (32%) reported little, fifteen (54%) 
reported some and four (14%) reported much in the occupational area, 
and thirteen (46%) reported little, twelve (43%) reported some and 
three (11%) reported much in the student support services area. 
In response to the question of how much tiQe they spend in program 
quality-evaluation activities, the presidents responded in the 
following manner: eleven (39%) reported little, fourteen (50%) reported 
some and three (11%) reported much. 
As to the extent of involvement they have as presidents at their 
institutions in program quality-evaluation decision-making, they 
responded with these results: five (18%) reported little, ten (36%) 
reported some and thirteen (46%) reported much. 
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When asked to reveal their level of experience in program 
quality-evaluation decision making, only six (21%) reported some, while 
the vast majority of twenty-two (79%) reported much. From this 
self-report, it would appear that these individuals feel they have the 
experience and involvement in program quality-evaluation decision-
making to respond objectively and knowledgeably concerning the 
usefulness of the quality indicators presented to thera. 
According to the mean usefulness ratings given the 40 quality 
indicators displayed in the survey questionnaire, the top 10 indicators 
included five from the student category (Indicators 1, 14, 22, 24 and 
26), two from the faculty/staff category (Indicators 23 and 39), one 
from the cost/resources category, (Indicator 9) and two from the 
general information category (Indicators 37 and 40) •. The mean 
usefulness ratings for these 10 ran from a high of 8.89 to 7.39 for the 
tenth-ranked indicator. The highest mean usefulness rated indicator 
was the number of students who pass their licensure examinations for 
each program offered. The lowest mean usefulness rated indicator for 
all 40 quality indicators was the general information category 
indicator number 34 (mean usefulness rating of 4.93) which identified 
the total amount of money spent to maintain accreditation. All quality 
indicators identified in the survey questionnaire were organized into 
four categories relating to students, faculty/staff, costs/resources 
and general information (Appendix E). These categories are described 
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in Appendix F with all indicators including mean usefulness rating, 
frequency of response, percent, standard deviation, valid cases, and 
minimum/maximum ranges displayed in Appendix G. The mean usefulness 
rating, rank, and standard deviation for each category of indicators 
are displayed in tables 9, 11, 13 and 15 respectively. A set of 
indices are also provided for each indicator category showing average 
response across indicators for all respondents, value, frequency, 
percent, mean and standard deviation (tables 10, 12, 14, and 16). 
Results for all indicator categories by administrative area (ANOVA) are 
displayed in tables 17-20. Selected institutional characteristics such 
as area vocational education school designation, market region and FTE 
(full-time equivalent) count are also presented in tables 21-23. 
Questionnaire follow-up responses from the 10 randomly selected 
presidents are displayed as a conclusion to Chapter IV. One-way 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) tables for all indicator groups by 
institutional characte~istics are also displayed in Appendix L. 
Results for Quality Indicator Groups 
The 40 indicators displayed in the survey questionnaire have been 
organized in the following manner: Student Indicators--those indicators 
primarily related to student activities, reieption of degrees; awards, 
certificates or recognition; Faculty/Staff Indicators--those indicators 
primarily related to faculty and staff benefits, services provided, 
awards or recognition; Costs/Resources Indicators--those indicators 
used in the questionnaire whether related to student or faculty/staff 
activities that have as the main objective the determination of costs 
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or use of resources, and General Information Indicators--those 
indicators used in the questionnaire that fall in a category other than 
students, faculty/staff, or costs/resources. Of the 40 indicators, ten 
(25%) were student indicators, eight (20%) were faculty/staff 
indicators, eight (20%) were costs/resources indicators and fourteen 
(35%) were general information indicators. The results of an 
intercorrelation matrix between the derived indicator variables 
(student, faculty/staff, costs/resources, and general information) and 
the independent demographic variables (vocational/non-vocational 
designator, market region, total FTE, advanced and professional FTE, 
vocational FTE, and developmental FTE) are displayed in Table 7. 
The results displayed in Table 7 indicate that these demographic 
variables are not good predictors of how the institutions/presidents 
might respond to the indicators categorized by group. The specifics of 
why this may be the case will be examined in the result sections to 
follow. Specifically, · the ranks for all quality indicators listed by 
mean usefulness rating for all respondents surveyed are displayed in 
Table 8. Although not statistically significant in terms of 
differences, this ranking system allows the display of all indicators 
from highest mean usefulness rating to lowest. 
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TABLE 7 
Intercorrelation Matrix Between Derived Indicator Variables 
and Independent Demographic Variables 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
VOCATIONAL/ 
NON- MARKET TOTAL A&P voe 
VOCATIONAL REGION FTE FTE FTE 
INDICATORS 
Students • 1819 -.2085 -.0685 .0132 -. 1399 
Faculty/Staff .2509 -.0126 .2172 -.0501 -.0742 
Costs/ 
Resources .3164 -.0527 . 1090 • 1320 -.3273 
General .2971 -. 1666 .0978 .0040 -. 1529 
Valid Cases - 28 Missing Cases - O 
KEY: A&P FTE (Advanced and Professional Full-time Equivalent) 
voe FTE (Vocational Full-time Equivalent) 
DEV FTE (Developmental Full-time Equivalent) 
DEV 
FTE 
-. 1639 
• 1154 
• 1088 
-.0288 
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The highest rated (in terms of mean usefulness) student indicator 
reflects pass rates on licensure examinations (8.89). The highest 
rated faculty/staff indicator concerns the average full-time faculty 
salary (7~82). The highest rated costs/resources indicator reflects 
overall operating expenditures per FTE student (7.46) and the highest 
rated general information indicator addresses the percentage of area 
high school students who have enrolled in the college as compared to 
other types of institutions (7.64). 
Even the very lowest rated indicator, total amount of money spent 
to maintain accreditation, showed a mean usefulness rating of 4.93 
indicating that even as the lowest rated indicator it was considered of 
some use as a quality indicator in determining progress toward 
excellence in the Florida Community College system. The difficulty 
presents itself when attempting to determine why the presidents 
responded in the way in which they did. After the results for each 
indicator category have been examined and displayed, the remainder of 
this chapter will identify the results of looking across the indicator 
categories by administrative area and institutional characteristics to 
determine if any statistically significant differences or relationships 
can be identified to explain this ranking of indicators. 
SURVEY 
INDICATOR 
NUMBER 
14 
24 
26 
1 
39 
23 
37 
9 
22 
40 
35 
65 
TABLE 8 
Ranks for All Quality Indicators Listed by Mean 
Usefulness Rating for All Respondents Surveyed 
USE-
RANK FULNESS STANDARD 
(l-40) RATING DEVIATION QUALITY INDICATOR 
1 8.893 1. 100 The number of students who pass 
their licensure examinations 
for each program offered. 
2 8.357 1.096 The percentage of AA degree 
students who continue their 
education in the upper-division 
1 eve 1. 
3 8.000 1.333 Comparison of the pass rate for 
licensed programs to the 
national averages. 
4 7.964 1.575 The job placement rate for 
students receiving the AA/AS 
degree. 
5 7.821 1.945 The average full-time faculty 
salary. 
6 7. 714 1.536 Number of full-time faculty 
who have participated in 
update training. 
7 7.643 1. 747 The percentage of area high 
school students who have 
enrolled in the college as 
compared to other types of 
institutions. 
8 7.464 1. 934 Overall operating expenditures 
per FTE student. 
9 7.464 1.990 The number of preparatory 
students who ultimately 
graduate. 
10 7.393 2. 132 Faculty members and administra-
tors who have been recognized 
for superior work. 
11 7.357 1.615 The number of full-time degree 
seeking students who receive a 
degree. 
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TABLE 8 - continued 
SURVEY USE-
INDICATOR RANK FULNESS STANDARD 
NUMBER ·( 1-40) RATING DEVIATION QUALITY INDICATOR 
12 12 7.357 1.615 The costs associated with main-
taining those programs your 
college considers exemplary, 
more successful than usual or 
of very high quality. 
32 13 7.250 1. 974 The number of business and 
industry partnerships 
established during the year. 
3 14 7.214 2.672 The total impact your college 
has with its business and 
industry partnerships. 
25 15 7. 179 1.847 Overall FTE Faculty/FTE Student 
ratio. 
19 16 7.071 2.493 Percent of programs in the 
college which can be and are 
accredited. 
29 17 7.036 2. 186 Number of full-time faculty 
that have more than a four-
year degree. 
4 18 7.000 2.091 Overall operating expenditures 
per FTE student as compared to 
the national average. 
28 19 7.000 1.587 The number of students affected 
by those programs that your 
college considers as exemplary, 
more successful than usual or 
of very high quality. 
8 20 6.964 1.835 The number of community service 
programs your college has 
participated in this year. 
18 21 6.929 2.071 The number of presently 
enrolled students who have 
graduated from the district 
high schoo 1. 
13 22 6.893 2.079 Library and instructional 
equipment expenditures as 
compared to the national 
average. 
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TABLE 8 - continued 
SURVEY USE-
INDICATOR RANK FULNESS STANDARD 
NUMBER ·( 1-40} RATING DEVIATION QUALITY INDICATOR 
31 23 6.893 1.988 How the college has fared with 
its student EA/EO goals as 
compared to the other Florida 
community colleges. 
38 24 6.893 1.912 The degree of improvement made 
by the high achievers (those 
scoring in the upper quartile 
on the College Entry Level 
Test) on the CLAST test. 
2 25 6.893 l. 988 Amount of money spent per FTE 
on library and instructional 
equipment/materials. 
33 26 6.857 2.505 The number of college prepara-
tory students as compared to 
all others who ultimately 
graduate. 
36 27 6.679 2.056 College FTE Faculty/FTE Student 
ratios compared to national 
averages. 
21 28 6.679 1.786 Number of full-time faculty who 
6.679 
hold the doctorate degree. 
6 29 2.539 The degree of improvement made 
by the low achievers (those 
scoring in the lower quartile 
on the College Entry Level 
Test) on the CLAST test. 
15 30 6.643 2.376 How the college has fared with 
its faculty and administrator 
EA/EO goals as compared to the 
other Florida community colleges. 
16 31 6.643 2.022 Amount of state financial aid 
received by each full-time 
student. 
27 32 6.536 1. 972 The number of students who have 
received awards or scholarships. 
10 33 6.500 2.411 Amount of state financial aid 
received by each full-time 
student compared to the national 
average. 
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TABLE 8 - continued 
SURVEY USE-
INDICATOR RANK FULNESS STANDARD 
NUMBER · ( 1-40) RATING DEVIATION QUALITY INDICATOR 
30 34 6.464 2.442 The degree of change from last 
year in making progress on the 
state plan for student EA/EO 
goals. 
20 35 6.286 2.052 The costs associated with your 
college's participation in all 
its community service programs 
for the year. 
5 36 6. 107 2.378 The degree of change from last 
year in making progress on the 
state plan for faculty and 
administrator EA/EO goals. 
17 37 6.036 2.637 The number of full-time students 
enrolled with the number who 
eventually graduate. 
11 38 5.786 2.658 The average part-time faculty 
salary. 
7 39 5.250 2.012 Number of full-time faculty who 
have received an additional 
degree after the degree held 
when originally hired. 
34 40 4.929 3. 102 Total amount of ~oney spent to 
maintain accreditation. 
Results--Student Indicators 
As displayed in Table 9, 10 of the 40 indicators concerned 
themselves primarily related to student activities, reception of 
degrees, ·awards, certificates, or recognition. The range of mean 
usefulness ratings ran from the high of 8.89 to a low of 6.04. 
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The average response across the student indicators for all 
respondents as shown in the Student Indicators Index (Table 10) shows a 
mean usefulness rating of 7.43 for all student indicators. On average, 
this places the student indicators in the "very useful" range for 
determining progress toward excellence in the Florida Community College 
system. 
The normalized range for the student indicators is from 5.00 to 
9.40 and the measures of central tendency are not as prevalent as may 
be desired. On whole, all student indicators were considered to be 
from some use to very useful. 
Results--Faculty/Staff Indicators 
Of the 40 quality indicators, eight indicators identified 
faculty/staff issues that are used to determine progress toward 
excellence. Table 11 identifies those eight indicators primarily 
related to faculty and staff benefits, services provided, awards, or 
recognition. The range of mean usefulness ratings ran from 7.82 to 
5.25. 
SURVEY 
INDICATOR 
NUMBER 
14 
24 
26 
1 
22 
35 
31 
33 
30 
17 
70 
TABLE 9 
Ranks for Student Indicators Listed by Mean 
Usefulness Rating for All Respondents Surveyed 
OVER- RANKING USE-
ALL WITHIN FULNESS STD. 
RANK CATEGORY RATING DEV. QUALITY INDICATOR 
1 1 8.893 1. 100 The number of students who pass 
their licensure examinations for 
each program offered. 
2 2 8.357 1.096 The percentage of AA degree 
students who continue their 
education in the upper-division 
1 eve 1. 
3 3 8.000 1.333 Comparison of the pass rate for 
licensed programs to the national 
level. 
4 4 7.964 1.575 The job placement rate for 
students receiving the AA/AS 
degree. 
9 5 7.464 1.990 The number of preparatory 
students who ultimately graduate. 
11 6 7.357 1.615 The number of full-time degree 
seeking students who receive a 
degree. 
23 7 6.893 1.988 How the college has fared with 
its student EA/EO goals as com-
pared to the other Florida 
community colleges. 
26 8 6.857 2.505 The number of college prepara-
tory students as compared to 
all others who ultimately 
graduate. 
34 9 6.464 2.442 The degree of change from last 
year in making progress on the 
state plan for student EA/EO 
goals. 
37 10 6.036 2.687 The number of full-time students 
enrolled with the number who 
eventually graduate. 
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TABLE 10 
STUDENT INDICATORS INDEX - Average response across student 
indicators for all respondents 
CUM 
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT 
5.00 1 3.6 3.6 
5.00 1 3.6 7. 1 
5.90 1 3.6 10.7 
6.20 1 3.6 14.3 
6.30 1 3.6 17.9 
6.40 2 7. 1 25.0 
6.60 1 3.6 28.6 
6.80 1 3.6 32. 1 
7. 10 2 7. 1 39.3 
7.30 1 3.6 42.9 
7.40 2 7. 1 50.0 
7.70 2 7. 1 57. 1 
7.80 2 7. 1 64.3 
8.00 1 3.6 67.9 
8. 10 1 3.6 71.4 
8.20 2 7. 1 78.6 
8.30 2 7. 1 85.7 
8.70 1 3.6 89.3 
9.20 2 7. 1 .96.4 
9.40 1 3.6 100.0 
TOTAL 28 100.0 
Mean - 7.429 Standard Deviation - 1. 120 Median - 7.550 
Valid Cases - 28 Missing Cases - 0 
SURVEY 
INDICATOR 
NUMBER 
39 
23 
29 
21 
15 
5 
11 
7 
72 
TABLE 11 
Ranks for Faculty/Staff Indicators Listed by Mean 
Usefulness Rating for All Respondents Surveyed 
OVER- RANKING USE-
ALL WITHIN FULNESS STD. 
RANK CATEGORY RATING DEV. QUALITY INDICATOR 
5 1 7.821 1.945 The average full-time faculty 
salary. 
6 2 7.714 1.536 Number of full-time faculty who 
have participated in update 
training. 
17 3 7.036 2. 186 Number of full-time faculty that 
have more than a four-year 
degree. 
28 4 6.679 1.786 Number of full-time faculty who 
hold the doctorate degree. 
30 5 6.643 2.376 How the co 11 ege has fared with 
its faculty and administrator 
EA/EO goals as compared to the 
other Florida community colleges. 
36 6 6. 107 2.378 The degree of change from last 
year in making progress on the 
state plan for faculty and 
administrator EA/EO goals. 
38 7 5.786 2.658 The average part-time faculty 
salary. 
39 8 5.250 2.012 Number of full-time faculty who 
have received an additional 
degree after the degree held 
when originally hired. 
The average response across the faculty/staff indicator~ for all 
respondents as shown in the Faculty/Staff Index (Table 12), shows a 
mean usefulness rating of 6.63 for all faculty/staff indicators. On 
average, this places the faculty/staff indicators in the "of some use" 
range for determining progress toward excellence in the Florida 
Community College system. 
TABLE 12 
FACULTY/STAFF INDICATORS INDEX - Average response across 
faculty/staff indicators for all respondents 
CUM 
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT 
4.00 1 3.6 3.6 
4.50 l 3.6 7. 1 
4.63 l 3.6 10.7 
4.75 1 3.6 14.3 
4.88 1 3.6 17.9 
5.25 1 3.6 21.4 
5.88 2 7. 1 28.6 
6.80 1 3.6 32. 1 
6. 13 1 3.6 35.7 
6.25 1 3.6 39.3 
6.50 1 3.6 42.9 
6.75 4 14.3 57. l 
6.88 l 3.6 60.7 
7.25 2 7. 1 67.9 
7.38 1 3.6 - 71.4 
7.75 2 7. l 78.6 
7.88 l 3.6 82. l 
8.00 2 7. l 89.3 
8.38 1 3.6 92.9 
8.75 2 7. l 100.0 
TOTAL 28 100.0 
Mean - 6.629 Standard Deviation - 1.323 Median - 6.750 
Valid Cases - 28 Missing Cases - O 
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The normalized range for the faculty/staff indicators is from 4.00 
to 8.75 with measures of central tendency scattered across the entire 
range. On whole, the faculty/staff indicators ranged from some use to 
very useful. 
Results--Costs/Resources Indicators 
Eight of the 40 quality indicators were categorized as 
costs/resources indicators. The costs/resources indicators are those 
indicators used in the questionnaire whether related to student or 
faculty/staff activities that have as the main objective the 
determination of costs or use of resources. The range of mean 
usefulness ratings for this indicator category ran from 7.46 to 6.50 
(Table 13). Of all the indicator categories, the costs/resources 
indicators showed the least amount of variability between highest and 
lowest mean usefulness rating. 
The average response across the costs/resources indicators for all 
respondents as shown in the Costs/Resources Index (Table 14) shows a 
mean usefulness rating of 6.97 for all costs/resources indicators. On 
average, the costs/resources indicators were identified as being "of 
some use" for determining progress toward excellence in the Florida 
Community Co 11 ege system. 
SURVEY 
INDICATOR 
NUMBER 
9 
12 
4 
28 
13 
2 
16 
10 
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TABLE 13 
Ranks for Costs/Resources Indicators Listed by Mean 
Usefulness Rating for All Respondents Surveyed 
OVER- RANKING USE-
ALL WITHIN FULNESS STD. 
RANK CATEGORY RATING DEV. QUALITY INDICATOR 
8 l 7.464 l.934 Overall operating expenditures 
per FTE student. 
12 2 7.357 1.615 The costs associated with main-
taining those programs your 
college considers exemplary, 
more successful than usual or 
of very high quality. 
18 3 7.000 2.091 Overall operating expenditures 
per FTE student as compared to 
the national average. 
19 4 7.000 1.587 The number of students affected 
by those programs that your 
college considers as exemplary, 
more successful than usual or of 
very high quality. 
22 5 6.893 2.079 Library and instructional 
equipment expenditures as com-
pared to the national average. 
25 6 6.893 1. 988 Amount of money spent per FTE 
on library and instructional 
equipment/materials. 
31 7 6.643 2.022 Amount of state financial aid 
received by each full-time 
student. 
33 8 6.500 2 .411 A~ount of state firiancial aid 
received by each full-time 
student compared to the 
national average. 
TABLE 14 
COSTS/RESOURCES INDEX - Average response across 
costs/resources indicators for all respondents 
CUM 
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT 
4.00 1 3.6 3.6 
4.63 1 3.6 7. 1 
5.00 1 3.6 10.7 
5.25 1 3.6 14.3 
5.50 2 7. 1 21.4 
5.63 1 3.6 25.0 
6.25 1 3.6 28.6 
6.63 3 10. 7 39.3 
6.75 1 3.6 42.9 
7.00 1 3.6 46.4 
7. 13 1 3.6 50.0 
7.25 3 10.7 60.7 
7.38 1 3.6 64.3 
7.75 1 3.6 67.9 
7.88 3 10. 7 78.6 
8. 13 1 3.6 82. 1 
8.50 2 7. 1 89.3 
8.63 1 3.6 92.9 
9. 13 1 3.6 96.4 
9.25 1 3.6 100.0 
TOTAL 28 100.0 
Mean - 6.969 Standard Deviation - l.~65 Median - 7. 188 
Valid Cases - 28 Missing Cases - 0 
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The normalized range for the costs/resources indicators is from 
4.00 to 9.25 with means of central tendency slightly more prevalent 
then the previous two categories. Averaged across all indicators for 
the category, the costs/resources indicators ranged from some use to 
very useful. 
Results--General Information Indicators 
The remaining 14 indicators to be reviewed are in the category 
identified as the general information indicators. These indicators are 
those used in the questionnaire that fall in a category other than 
students, faculty/staff, or costs/resources (Table 15). The range of 
mean usefulness ratings for this indicator category ran from 7.64 to 
4.93. 
The General Indicators Index (Table 16) shows an average response 
across the general information indicators for all respondents 
reflecting a mean usefulness rating of 6.83. Collectively, the general 
information indicators show themselves to be 11 of some use 11 for 
determining progress toward excellence in the Florida Community College 
system. 
The normalized range for the general information indicators is 
from 4.14 to 9.43 with means of central tendency again not as prevalent 
as may be desired. On whole, all general information indicators were 
considered to be from some use to very useful. 
SURVEY 
INDICATOR 
NUMBER 
37 
40 
32 
3 
25 
19 
8 
18 
38 
78 
TABLE 15 
Ranks for General Indicators Listed by Mean 
Usefulness Rating for All Respondents Surveyed 
OVER- RANKING USE-
ALL WITHIN FULNESS STD. 
RANK CATEGORY RATING DEV. QUALITY INDICATOR 
7 1 7.643 1. 747 The percentage of area high 
school students who have 
enrolled in the college as 
compared to other types of 
institutions. 
10 2 7.393 2. 132 Faculty members and administra-
tors who have been recognized 
for superior work. 
13 3 7.250 1.974 The number of business and 
industry partnerships 
established during the year. 
14 4 7.214 2.672 The total impact your college 
has with its business and 
industry partnerships. 
15 5 7. 179 1.847 Overall FTE Faculty/FTE 
Student ratio. 
16 6 7.071 2.493 Percent of programs in the 
college which can be and 
are accredited. 
20 7 6.964 1.835 The number of community 
service programs your college 
has participated in this 
year. 
21 8 6.929 2.071 The number of presently 
enrolled students who have 
graduated from the district 
high schoo 1. 
24 9 6.893 l. 912 The degree of movement made by 
the high achievers (those 
scoring in the upper quartile 
on the College Entry Level 
Test) on the CLAST test. 
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TABLE 15 - Continued 
SURVEY OVER- RANKING USE-
INDICATOR ALL WITHIN FULNESS STD. 
NUMBER RANK CATEGORY RATING DEV. QUALITY INDICATOR 
36 27 10 6.679 2.056 College FTE Faculty/FTE Student 
ratios compared to national 
average. 
6 29 11 6.679 2.539 The degree of movement made by 
the low achievers (those scoring 
in the lower quartile on the 
College Entry Level Test) on 
the CLAST test. 
27 32 12 6.536 1.972 The number of students who have 
received awards or scholarships. 
20 35 13 6.286 2.052 The costs associated with your 
college's participation in all 
its community service programs 
for the year. 
34 40 14 4.929 3. 102 Total amount of money spent to 
maintain accreditation. 
TABLE 16 
GENERAL INDICATORS INDEX - Average response across 
general indicators for all respondents 
CUM 
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT 
4. 14 l 3.6 3.6 
4.71 l 3.6 7. l 
4.79 l 3.6 10.7 
5.00 1 3.6 14.3 
5.29 l 3.6 17.9 
5.36 l 3.6 21.4 
6.07 l 3.6 25.0 
6.29 2 7. l 32. l 
6.43 l 3.6 35.7 
6.50 l 3.6 39.3 
6.57 l 3.6 42.9 
6.86 2 7. l 50.0 
7.07 1 3.6 53.6 
7. 14 1 3.6 57. l 
7.21 1 3.6 60.7 
7.50 3 10.7 71.4 
7.64 2 7. 1 78.6 
7.71 1 3.6 82. 1 
8.07 1 3.6 85.7 
8.50 1 3.6 89.3 
8.57 1 3.6 92.9 
8.64 1 3.6 96.4 
9.43 1 3.6 100.0 
TOTAL 28 100.0 
Mean - 6.832 Standard Deviation - 1.312 Median - 6.964 
Valid Cases - 28 Missing Cases - 0 
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Results--Administrative Areas 
In an attempt to determine differences and similarities between 
respondents, one-way analysis of variance calculations were performed 
on each of the indicators for each of the demographic variables. This 
was done in an effort to explain the variability in the indicators. 
F-test probabilities were examined at the .05 level to determine 
significant differences. In addition to the F-tests, group counts, 
means and standard deviations are presented to further attempt to 
explain any found differences. As can be seen from the results shown 
in Table 17 for the student indicators, Table 18 for the faculty/staff 
indicators, Table 19 for the costs/resources indicators, and Table 20 
for the general indicators, there were no significant differences found 
for any indicators across any of the measured administrative areas. It 
is possible that the disproportional N in each identified administra-
tive level (N=3 for Advanced and Professional, N=23 .for General, and 
N=2 for Other) has contributed to this non-significance. 
All respondents were additionally given the opportunity to 
identify the program area they felt best represented the program area 
they most closely identified themselves with when rating the 
indicators. Those who answered general had no specific administrative 
area in mind. Twenty-three respondents choose this response. Three 
identified the advanced and professional area and two cited the "other" 
designate. Of those two, one identified "administrative" and the other 
cited "president." From the responses received, it has been shown that 
administrative area as presented in this study is not a good predictor 
82 
TABLE 17 
Student Indicators by Administrative Area ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F F 
SOURCE D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO PROG. 
Between Groups 2 2.7090 1.3545 1.0871 .3526 
Within Groups 25 31. 1482 1.2459 
Total 27 33.8571 
STANDARD 
GROUP COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
Advanced & 
Professional 3 6.5333 1.4572 
General 23 7.5435 1. 1008 
Other 2 7.4500 .4950 
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TABLE 18 
Faculty/Staff Indicators by Administrative Area ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F F 
SOURCE D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO PROB. 
Between Groups 2 2.7998 l.3999 .7876 .4659 
Within Groups 25 44.4340 l. 7774 
Total 27 47.2338 
STANDARD 
GROUP COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
Advanced & 
Professional 3 7.2083 l. 0483 
General 23 6.4837 l.3279 
Other 2 7.4375 l. 8562 
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TABLE 19 
Cost/Resources Indicators by Administrative Area ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F F 
SOURCE D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO PROB. 
Between Groups 2 3.6355 1.8177 .9738 .3915 
Within Groups 25 46.6653 1. 8666 
Total 27 50.3008 
STANDARD 
GROUP COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
Advanced & 
Professional 3 7.0417 1.6971 
General 23 6.8478 1.3298 
Other 2 8.2500 1. 4142 
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TABLE 20 
General Indicators by Administrative Area ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F F 
SOURCE D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO PROB. 
Between Groups 2 2.5397 1.2699 • 7231 .4951 
~/ith in Groups 25 43.9012 1.7560 
Total 27 46.4410 
STANDARD 
GROUP COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
Advanced & 
Profess iona 1 3 6.0476 1.2583 
General 23 6.8851 1.3191 
Other 2 7.3929 1. 5657 
of how the presidents would respond in identifying the usefulness of 
the quality indicators. 
Results--Selected Institutional Characteristics 
An additional area identified in this study as a possible 
predictor of how the presidents might rate the usefulness of the 
quality indicators was by selected institutional characteristics. 
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Those institutional characteristics chosen for this study included 
area vocational education school designate, market region and FTE 
(full-time equivalent) counts. 
One area of interest was to determine if those presidents of 
comnunity colleges designated as area vocational educational schools 
responded to the quality indicators in such a way that this designate 
might help explain their responses. Table 21 identifies those 
community colleges by vocational and non-vocational listings. 
Of the 28 community colleges, fourteen (50%) have been designated 
by the Florida Department of Education as area vocational education 
schools. Although all Florida community colleges offer vocational 
courses and have vocational FTE (Full-time equivalent) student counts, 
the designate of area vocational education school is in addition to 
being a regular community college. For thfs study, this particular 
designate has been identified as vocational and non-vocational 
respectively. 
A second area of interest for this study was how the market 
regions in which the community colleges are located might affect or 
help predict how the community college presidents would respond to the 
Vocat iona 1 
TABLE 21 
List of Colleges Designated as 
Vocational and Non-Vocational 
Brevard Community College 
Central Florida Community College 
Chipola Junior College 
Daytona Beach Community College 
Florida Junior College at Jax 
Florida Keys Community College 
Indian River Community College 
Lake City Community College 
North Florida Community College 
Okaloosa-Walton Junior College 
Pasco-Hernando Community College 
Santa Fe Community College 
Seminole Community College 
South Florida Community College 
Non-Vocational Broward Community College 
Edison Community College 
Gulf Coast Community College 
Hillsborough Community College 
Lake-Sumter Community College 
Manatee Community College 
Miami-Dade Community College 
Palm Beach Junior College 
Pensacola Junior College 
Polk Community College 
St. Johns River Community College 
St. Petersburg Junior College 
Tallahassee Community College 
Valencia Community College 
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NOTE: Although as used in this study, all community colleges have 
been designated as vocational or non-vocational, in reality all 28 
community colleges offer vocational courses and have vocational FTE 
counts. The colleges that have been designated as vocational are in 
fact those colleges that have been designated as Area Vocational 
Education Schools as part of the Florida Community College System. The 
colleges listed here as non-vocational have not been designated as Area 
Vocational Education Schools. 
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quality indicators usefulness rating process. Table 22 identifies the 
five market regions including Northwest, Northeast, Central, Southwest, 
and Southeast. These market regions cover all counties within Florida. 
The Northwest region runs from Taylor County west. The Northeast 
region includes a 11 community colleges from Marion County north. The 
Central market region runs from Flagler County to Sumter County south 
to Osceola County. Southwest includes from Citrus County to Highlands 
County south to Collier County. The fifth market region, Southeast, 
includes those community colleges located from Indian River County 
south. These market regions have been identified by the Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research at the University of Florida and have 
divided the State of Florida into five Market regions based primarily 
on 1 ocat ion. 
The third area of interest in this study is how the institutional 
characteristics of FTE (Full-time equivalent) student counts for each 
of the community colleges might be predictors of how the presidents 
responded to the quality indicators on the survey questionnaire. The 
information used for this area was obtained from the Florida Department 
of Education and are the FTE counts for the total school population, 
percent FTE served classified in the Advanced and Professional area, 
percent FTE served classified in the Occupational (identified in this 
study as vocational) area, and percent FTE served classified in the 
TABLE 22 
List of Colleges by Market Region 
MARKET REGION 
Northwest - from Taylor 
County west 
Northeast - from Marion 
County north 
Central - from Flagler 
County to Sumter 
County south to 
Osceola County 
Southwest - from Citrus 
County to Highlands 
County south to 
Collier County 
Southeast - from Indian 
River County south 
COLLEGE 
Pensacola Junior College 
Okaloosa-Walton Junior College 
Gulf Coast Community College 
Chipola Junior College 
Tallahassee Community College 
North Florida Junior College 
Lake City Community College 
Florida Junior College at Jax 
Santa Fe Community College 
St. Johns River Community College 
Central Florida Community College 
Daytona Beach Community College 
Seminole Community College 
Lake-Sumter Comraunity College 
Valencia Community College 
Brevard Community College 
Pasco-Hernando Community College 
St. Petersburg Junior College 
Hillsborough Community College 
Polk Community College 
South Florida Co~munity College 
Mana tee Community Co 11 ege 
Edison Community College 
Indian River Community College 
Palm Beach Junior College 
Broward Community College 
Miami-Dade Community College 
Florida Keys Community College 
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Developmental area. Table 23 shows the numerical breakdown and 
percentage by college. Although the Community Instructional Services 
area was originally identified as an additional area of consideration, 
this area ·was dropped due to a change in reporting methods that showed 
all 28 community colleges reflecting 0% in this category for the 
1984-85 school year. 
In an attempt to again determine differences and similarities 
between respondents, one-way analysis of variance calculations were 
performed on each of the indicators for each of the institutional 
variables related to vocational vs non-vocational designate, market 
region and FTE student count. In an effort to explain the variability 
in the indicators, F-test probabilities were examined at the .05 level 
to determine significant differences. The results contained in 
Appendix L (tables 24 through 47) confirm that for each indicator 
category; students, faculty/staff, costs/resources and general 
information, examined across each institutional characteristic; 
vocational category, market region, total FTE count, advanced and 
professional FTE count, vocational FTE count and developmental FTE 
count, there were no significant differences found for any indicators 
across any of the measured institutional areas. In effect, like the 
administration areas previously reported, the institutional areas 
examined in this study were not good predictors of how the presidents 
would respond in rating the usefulness of the quality indicators 
presented in the study questionnaire. 
TABLE 23 
Total FTE Enrollment by College and Program Area 
Showing Percent for Each (1984-85) 
FTE A&P 
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DEV 
COLLEGE TOTAL = FTE % + 
voe 
FTE % + FTE % 
Brevard 
Broward 
Central Florida 
Chipola 
Daytona Beach 
Edison 
Fla JC At Jax 
Florida Keys 
Gulf Coast 
Hillsborough 
Indian River 
Lake City 
Lake-Sumter 
Manatee 
Miami-Dade 
North Florida 
Okaloosa-Walton 
Palm Beach 
Pasco-Hernando 
Pensacola 
Polk 
St. Johns River 
St. Petersburg 
Santa Fe 
Seminole 
South Florida 
Tallahassee 
Valencia 
6,996.3 
9,534.6 
1,979.2 
963.7 
6,188. l 
2,678.6 
11,682.6 
753.0 
2,091.3 
5,696.4 
4,629.0 
1,578.5 
746.6 
3,020.0 
23,682.0 
641.9 
2,172.3 
5,532.2 
1,495.0 
7,049.0 
2,366.2 
695.6 
8,427.5 
4,903.8 
4,917.0 
1,165.5 
2,560.2 
5,891.7 
3,155.2 45 
6,091.8 64 
940.8 48 
539.7 56 
1,893.3 31 
1,599.9 60 
3,686.8 32 
350.3 46 
1,264.8 60 
3,404.3 60 
1,514.8 33 
560.4 35 
449.5 60 
1,741.9 58 
14,411.0 61 
275.7 43 
1,099.6 51 
3,231.7 58 
613.2 41 
2,608.7 37 
1,330.0 56 
424.2 61 
4,829.7 57 
2,781.0 57 
1,492.4 30 
235.3 20 
1,848.4 72 
3,721.2 63 
2,877.9 41 
3,333.7 35 
1,016.1 51 
384.0 40 
2,607.5 42 
961.4 36 
4,330.1 37 
372.8 50 
788.7 38 
1,927.4 34 
2,254.2 49 
956.2 61 
274.4 37 
1,032.0 34 
7,159.8 30 
248.6 39 
671.2 31 
1,993.0 . 36 
841. 1 56 
2,446.4 35 
976.6 41 
239.6 34 
3,184.2 38 
1,803.0 37 
1,560.3 32 
625.0 54 
618. 1 24 
2,056.7 35 
963.2 14 
109. l 1 
22.3 1 
40.0 4 
1,687.3 27 
117 .3 4 
3,665.7 31 
29.9 4 
37.8 2 
364.7 6 
860.0 18 
61.9 4 
22.7 3 
246. l 8 
2,112.2 9 
117 .6 18 
401. 5 18 
307.5 6 
40.7 3 
1,993.9 28 
59.6 3 
31.8 5 
413.6 5 
319.8 6 
1,864.3 38 
305.2 26 
93.7 4 
113.8 2 
NOTE: All 28 Colleges show 0% FTE in the Community Instructional 
Services Area. The results shown in the Vocational Area are used in 
place of the Occupational Area identified on the survey questionnaire. 
KEY: A&P FTE (Advanced and Professional Full-time Equivalent) 
voe FTE (Vocational Full~time Equivalent) 
DEV FTE (Developmental Full-time Equivalent) 
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Results for Questionnaire Follow-up 
This section of Chapter IV will examine the results of the survey 
questionnaire follow-up and will be divided into three areas. The 
first will present the results of the survey follow-up responses for 
the ten randomly selected presidents (Refer to table 3 for complete 
listing). The second will present the additional indicators with 
ratings identified by all community colleges, and the third will 
present the additional survey responses offered by the respondents. 
As a way to identify additional information concerning the quality 
indicators/program quality-evaluation decision-making process, 10 of 
the 28 community college presidents were randomly selected to respond 
to the following five questions: (1) Did the indicators listed in the 
questionnaire adequately address the range of responses needed to 
identify "quality" programs, student services and/or outcomes at your 
institution?, (2) If not, what indicators should be .used?, (3) Does the 
present system for identifying "quality" at your institution work well 
or does it need improvement? What improvements?, (4) Is it possibl~ to 
identify and report "quality'' in this manner?, and (5) In your opinion, 
is it useful to collect and report this type of information? Useful to 
whom and why? Specific responses to these questions are listed in 
Appendix H. Of the 10 who were asked to respond, 8 of 10 felt that the 
indicators as listed did for the most part address the range necessary 
to identify "quality" at their institution. The two that objected felt 
strongly that the entire process of identifying "quality" in this 
manner is suspect. When asked if additional indicators were needed to 
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supplement those provided, 50% said yes. In response to whether or not 
the system presently in place at their institution for collecting this 
type of information worked well, 50% said no. Those 14 cited limited 
resources~ incomplete data and questionable directions as problem-areas 
in accomplishing this task. Where asked if this type of data 
collection is useful to the community college, all agreed that it was. 
Most cited the fact that it was one way of requiring the institution to 
look at its programs and progress from year to year. However, where 
asked to respond to whether or not it is possible to identify "quality" 
in this manner, seven said it was, three felt it was only particularly 
possible to identify "quality" in this manner and all identified 
concerns that this system in and of itself could not be considered the 
only means to identify "quality'' programs or services at the community 
colleges. In particular, some respondents questioned whether 
indicators of this type cou 1 d i dent if y II qua 1 ity" at a 11. Concern was 
expressed that the definition of "quality" is a subjective one, and any 
list of indicators that can be devised could be challenged. The 
predominate theme that occurred over and over in the follow-up 
_responses was that the system of identifying "qua 1 ity11 and progress 
toward excellence for the community colleges using a list of quality 
indicators was one of immense data collection and reporting with only 
limited return to the colleges. Being required to address these issues 
on a yearly basis was considered a positive from the standpoint of 
keeping the community colleges aware of their efforts, but was also 
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considered a negative when identifying the degree of return for amount 
of effort invested. 
A second area of information collected included additional 
indicators the presidents felt should be added to the list of quality 
indicators supplied in the survey questionnaire. Appendix I lists 
these additional indicators with ratings by community colleges. In 
all, nine comQunity colleges supplied 32 additional indicators that had 
an average rating of 8.66. No two additional indicators were exactly 
the same, but some patterns emerged. Of the 32, 14 could be classified 
in the student category, two in the faculty/staff, two in the 
costs/resources and 14 in the general information category. The 
additional indicators included those related to CLAST scores, resources 
distributed between instruction and non-instruction costs, number of 
new programs being developed and external recognition of programs or 
activities. Other additional indicators were concerned with the 
perceived satisfaction of graduates/completers, average salary of 
alumni, endowment funds received and invested, number or percentage of 
students completing education goals and number of students completing 
objectives of less than the Associate degree. Probably two of the more 
unique additional indicators supplied by the presidents were q·uality of 
audits and number of illiterates taught to read. As can be seen from 
the complete listing contained in Appendix I, the range of indicators 
that have been offered to supplement the existing list in the survey 
questionnaire cross all categories and pertain to nearly all aspects of 
the community college mission. From this inquiry alone, it is possible • 
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to determine that the scope and range of "quality" indicators that 
could be used as part of the process of identifying progress toward 
excellence for the Florida community college system can be cumbersome. 
This study has identified in excess of 70 "indicators" that the 
presidents of Florida community colleges feel are to some degree 
"useful" in identifying "quality" at their institution. A separate 
task not attempted by this study could be to develop a method to 
consolidate and/or compress this list to a more manageable dozen or so 
indicators. 
The third and last area to be examined in this section is the 
additional survey responses offered by the respondents. Again, nine 
community college presidents offered suggestions, comments, and 
criticisms that pertained to the survey instrument, the quality 
indicators process and related topics of data collection, community 
college involvement in quality assessment and wording of specific 
quality indicators. Appendix K lists specifically these additional 
survey responses. Comments ranged from the suggestion that the 
Management Information Task Force (MISATFOR) be consulted to determine 
the availability and comparability of requested data, that value-added 
benefits to students be addressed in any system that purports to 
identify "quality," concern about the ambiguity of words like "impact" 
when used in a measurement, to the fact that the types of indicators of 
quality represented in the questionnaire, and indicators of progress 
toward excellence were not judged to be very useful or meaningful. One 
institution/president commented that single numerical indicators of 
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excellence may be misinterpreted in comparing excellence among 
institutions. Heterogeneous populations in growing metropolitan areas 
could create an entirely different student population than in areas 
with a more homogeneous, stable population. The concern was that these 
indicators may not reflect changing conditions within individual 
institutions. 
The responses identified a concern for the validity of the quality 
indicators process and suggested that refinement and improvements are 
needed to the current system to better determine progress toward 
excellence for Florida's community college system. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
Study Rationale and Design 
At present, a disconnect exists in the system for developing the 
indicators used for determining progress toward excellence without 
first determining the perceptions of those individuals whose position 
and authority can positively contribute to the acceptance and 
advancement of the use of these indicators. Because of this 
disconnect, this study was undertaken in order to better determine the 
indicators that reflect this degree of movement being made toward the 
goal of achieving educational excellence (as determined by the Florida 
State Legislature) and to identify the degree of usefulness each of 
these indicators have for the presidents of each of -Florida's 28 
community colleges. 
Based on a project design adapted by the Florida Community/Juni9r 
College Inter-institutional Research Council, the purpose of this study 
was to determine the perceived degree of usefulness the indicators of 
progress toward excellence have for the presidents of Florida's 28 
community colleges. This study identified this degree of perceived 
usefulness by using a survey instrument. This survey requested that 
the presidents rate, on a 10-point scale, statements that reflect the 
information required of each indicator as they relate to progress 
toward excellence. 
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An additional purpose of the study was to identify similarities 
and/or differences in the perceived mean usefulness ratings of the 
indicators toward quality for the presidents according to various 
classifications including: 
1. The program or service area with which the responding 
presidents most closely identified themselves. 
2. The administrative areas within which the responding 
presidents have had prior experience. 
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3. Personal characteristics of respondents including sex, - degree 
level, years in present position, years at present college, 
years in community college education, and years in education 
other than community college education. 
4. General characteristics of the institution within which the 
presidents were employed including the market region, area 
vocational education school designate, total size of the 
institution in terms of the FTE served, the percentage of 
total college FTE served in the advanced and professional 
program area, the percentage of total college FTE served in 
the occupational (vocational) program area, and the 
percentage of total college FTE served in the devel6pmental 
area. 
5. Opinions of respondents relative to the amount of time spent 
in, extent of involvement in, and level of experience in 
program quality-evaluation decision making at their 
institution. Respondents were also asked to give their 
perception of the degree to which their position allows 
participation in these areas. 
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The study also encouraged the presidents to comment on the quality 
indicators process, as well as, add and rate any indicators they felt 
should be listed. Additionally, the study identified 10 of the 28 
presidents for follow-up and recorded their responses to the following 
C I 
five quest ions: 
(1) Did the indicators listed in the questionnaire adequately 
address the range of responses needed to identify 11 quality 11 
programs, student services, and/or outcomes at your 
institution? 
(2) If not, what indicators should be used? 
(3) Does the present system for identifying 11 quality11 at your 
institution work well or does it need improvement? What 
improvements? 
(4) Is it possible to identify and report 11 quality11 in this 
manner? 
(5) In your opinion, is it useful to collect and report this type 
of information? Useful to whom and why? 
Data Analysis 
The data in the study were analyzed with the assistance of the 
SPSSPC+ (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) computer system 
for data analysis. The mean, standard deviation, variance, range and 
measures of median and mode were calculated for each indicator for all 
respondents and for each classification of respondents described in the 
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study. In addition to descriptive profiles developed from the 
demographic and follow-up response information collected, multiple 
one-way between analysis of variance designs were constructed to 
analyze the interrelationship between the dependent indicator variables 
and the independent demographic information. Dependent factors 
represented were students, faculty/staff, costs/resources, and general 
information. Independent variables included size of school by total 
FTE count, type of school market region, vocational or non-vocational 
designation, numbers of FTE students by program area, and related 
descriptive data. 
Results--All Respondents 
Mean usefulness ratings were calculated for each quality indicator 
for all respondents. On a scale that ran from Oto 10 (0 being of no 
use, 1 through 4 being of little use, 5 through 7 being of some use, 
and 8 through 10 being very useful), the lowest mean usefulness rating 
was 4.92 with the highest being 8.89. The variability .in the ratings 
was quite wide with individual indicator responses running the full 
length of the rating scale. It was noted that for every respondent 
that rated a particular indicator with a zero, there was at least one 
other respondent that gave that same indicator a 10. Of the 40 
indicators, there were 12 that were treated in this manner. 
Concerning the respondents, on average, the presidents have been 
at their present institutions 12 years, have spent on average 19 years 
in community college education and have on average nine years 
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experience in education other than community college education. 
Twenty-five of the 28 are male, 27 hold the doctorate degree and 23 
responded to the study questionnaire by answering the general 
designator when asked which administrative area they most closely 
identified with. Over 60% of the presidents responded that they spent 
from some to much of their time in program quality-evaluation 
activities. More than 82% said their extent of involvement in program 
quality-evaluation decision-making was from some to much. In terms of 
level of experience, all the presidents responded from some to much. 
As to the extent of involvement in program quality-evaluation 
decision-making, 5 reported little, 10 reported some and 13 reported 
much. When asked to identify the degree to which their position as 
president is associated with the identified program areas, 7 reported 
little, 15 some and 6 much in the advanced and professional area, with 
18 reporting little, 8 some, and 2 much in the community instructional 
services area. For t~e developmental area, 18 reported little, 8 
reported some, and 2 reported much. In the occupational area, 9 of the 
presidents reported little, 15 some, and 4 much. In the last program 
area identified, 13 reported little, 12 reported some, and 3 reported 
much for the student support services area. 
Mean usefulness ratings for all 40 indicators ranged from a high 
of 8.89 to a low of 4.92. Presidents provided an additional 32 
indicators with a average usefulness rating of 8.66. 
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Results--Quality Indicator Groups 
Of the 40 indicators identified in the study questionnaire, 10 
were student indicators, 8 were faculty/staff indicators, 8 were in the 
costs/resources category, and 14 were general information indicators. 
The highest mean usefulness rated student indicator reflected pass 
rates on licensure examinations (8.89). The highest mean usefulness 
rated faculty/staff indicator identified average full-time faculty 
salary (7.82). In the costs/resources category, the highest mean 
usefulness rated indicator reflected overall operating expenditures per 
FTE student (7.46). In the final category, general information, the 
highest mean usefulness rated indicator addressed the percentage of 
area high school students who have enrolled in the college as compared 
to other types of institutions (7.64). In the student indicator 
category, the range of mean usefulness ratings ran from a high of 8.89 
to a low of 6.04. The faculty/staff indicators showed a range of mean 
usefulness ratings from 7.82 to 5.25. The costs/resources and general 
information indicators showed a range of mean usefulness ratings from 
7.46 to 6.50 and 7.64 to 4.93 respectively. In terms of average 
responses across each indicator category for all respondents, student 
indicators showed 7.43, faculty/staff 6.63, ·costs/resources 6.97 and 
general information reflected 6.83. Even the very lowest rated 
indicator, total amount of money spent to maintain accreditation, 
showed a mean usefulness rating of 4.93 indicating that it was of some 
use as a quality indicator in determining progress toward excellence in 
the Florida Community College system. 
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Results--Administrative Areas 
In order to determine differences and similarities between 
respondents, one-way analysis of variance calculations were performed 
on each of the indicators for each of the demographic variables. 
F-test probabilities were examined at the .05 level to determine 
significant differences. In addition to the F-tests, group counts, 
means, and standard deviations were determined to further explain any 
found differences. The results showed no significant differences for 
any indicators across any of the measured administrative areas 
designated as advanced and professional, general or other. 
Results--Selected Institutional Characteristics 
The institutional characteristics chosen for analysis included 
area vocational education school designate, market region and FTE 
(full-time equivalent) counts. 
In an attempt to again determine differences and similarities 
between respondents, one-way analysis of variance calculations were 
performed on each of the indicators for each of the institutional 
variables related to vocational vs non-vocational designate, market 
region in which the institution is located, and FTE student count. 
F-test probabilities were examined at the .05 level to determine 
significant differences. Results confirmed that for each indicator 
category (student, faculty/staff, costs/resources and general 
information), examined across each institutional characteristic, there 
were no significant differences found for any indicators across any of 
the measured institutional areas. To conclude, the results for both 
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the administrative areas and institutional characteristics have shown 
that no significant differences at the .05 level exist across any 
indicators and as such imply that these variables as identified in this 
study are · not good predictors of how Florida's community college 
presidents will respond in rating the usefulness of the quality 
indicators presented in the study questionnaire. 
Results--Questionnaire Follow-up 
This area of study was divided into three parts. The responses of 
the 10 randomly selected presidents to five follow-up questions 
comprised the first, the second included the additional indicators with 
ratings supplied by the presidents and the third involved all 
additional comments offered by the presidents as part of the survey 
questionnaire. 
Of the 10 presidents who were randomly selected to respond to the 
five follow-up questions, eight felt that the indicators as listed did 
for the most part address the range necessary to identify 11 quality 11 at 
their institution. The two that objected felt strongly that the entJre 
process of identifying 11 quality11 by using a list of indicators was 
suspect. Fifty percent of the presidents felt additional indicators 
are needed to supplement the list of indicators included in the study 
questionnaire. Fifty percent of the presidents also felt the present 
system for collecting the required information for the indicators did 
not work well at their institutions. All 28 presidents agreed that 
collecting the data is useful to their institutions, but seven felt 
that it was only partially possible to identify 11 quality11 in this 
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manner. All respondents expressed concern that this system (responding 
to specific indicators) in and of itself could not be considered the 
only means for identifying 11 quality 11 programs or services at the 
community ·colleges. In summary, the majority of the presidents felt 
that the present system for reporting 11 quality 11 by use of the 
indicators is helpful to the college in that it requires a yearly 
review of programs and progress but, they questioned the return 
received compared to the effort required to collect and report the 
data. 
In terms of recommendations for additional indicators, nine 
presidents identified 32 additional indicators with an average 
usefulness rating of 8.66. Of the 32, 14 were in the student category, 
2 in the faculty/staff, 2 in the costs/resources and 14 in the general 
information category. 
The third area examined in this section included the additional 
survey responses offered by the respondents. Nine presidents offered 
suggestions, comments, and criticisms pertaining to the survey 
instrument, the quality indicators process and related topics of data 
collection, community college involvement in quality assessment, and 
wording of specific quality indicators. Collectively, the re~ponses 
identified a concern for the validity of the quality indicators process 
an? suggested that refinements and improvements are needed to the 
current system to better determine progress toward excellence for 
Florida's community colleges. 
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Conclusions 
The following conclusions have been drawn from the study results 
reported in Chapter IV and summarized in this chapter: 
1. · Numerous ••quality" indicators were identified as required for 
assessment of progress toward excellence for Florida's 
community college system. 
2. Indicators pertaining to students, faculty/staff, 
costs/resources, and general information were identified as 
useful for assessing quality at the community college 
indicating the complex nature of information required for 
identifying progress toward excellence. 
3. The majority of Florida's community college presidents agree 
that a reporting system like the quality indicators process 
encourages the college staff to review and assess yearly 
progress of programs and student services. 
4. Not all of Florida's community college presidents are in 
agreement that the present system for identifying progress_ 
toward excellence using quality indicators is cost and 
resource efficient for the quality and usefulness of 
information returned. 
5. According to the results of this study, the administrative 
areas identified were shown to be not good predictors of how 
Florida's community college presidents rate the usefulness of 
the identified quality indicators. 
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6. Acc9rding to the results of this study, the market regions in 
which the community colleges are located were shown to be not 
good predictors of how Florida's community college presidents 
· rate the usefulness of the identified quality indicators. 
7. According to the results of this study, the total FTE 
(full-time equivalent} student counts for the community 
colleges were shown to be not good predictors of how 
Florida's community college presidents rate the usefulness of 
the identified quality indicators. 
8. According to the results of this study, the FTE (full-time 
equivalent} student count for the advanced and professional 
area for the community colleges were shown to be not good 
predictors of how Florida's community college presidents rate 
the usefulness of the identified quality indicators. 
9. According to the results of this study, the FTE (full-time 
equivalent} student count for the occupational (vocational} 
area for the community colleges were shown to be not good . 
predictors of how Florida's community college presidents rate 
the usefulness of the identified quality indicators. 
10. According to the results of this study, the FTE (full-time 
equivalent} student count for the developmental area for the 
community colleges were shown to be not good predictors of 
how Florida's community college presidents rate the 
usefulness of the identified quality indicators. 
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11. According to the results of this study, the area vocational 
education school designate (vocational vs non-vocational) for 
the community colleges was shown to be not good as a 
· predictor of how Florida's community college presidents rate 
the usefulness of the identified quality indicators. 
12. The degree of similarity in rank-order (by mean 
usefulness-ratings as determined for all respondents) of all 
quality indicators as rated by the presidents was relatively 
high, suggesting that all indicators as listed in the study 
are of some value in determining progress toward excellence. 
13. The presidents of Florida's community colleges are 
knowledgeable of and are participative in program 
quality-evaluation decision-making at their respective 
community colleges. 
14. The results of this study indicate that the techniques of 
using quality indicators as a way to determine progress 
toward excellence is useful according to Florida's communi~y 
college presidents but may not be the most cost effective or 
efficient way to collect and document this information. 
15. The results of this study indicate that the demogr~phic and 
institutional characteristics chosen for analysis are in and 
of themselves not sufficient as predictors for determining 
the usefulness of the quality indicators for Florida's 
community college presidents. 
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Recommendations 
Given the understanding that any changes proposed must first be in 
concert with the policies and procedures approved by the State Board of 
Community· Colleges, the following recommendations are made based on the 
results of this study: 
1. Quality indicators used to assist in determining progress 
toward excellence for Florida community colleges should be 
designed to provide the information identified in this study 
as very useful to the community college presidents. 
2. Using the results of this study, existing information systems 
in Florida's community colleges should be reviewed for 
usefulness in program quality-evaluation decision making and 
assessing progress toward excellence. 
3. Using the results of this study, Florida's Community College 
Management Information System should be reviewed for 
usefulness in program quality-evaluation decision-making and 
assessing progress toward excellence. 
4. Assessment of progress toward excellence in Florida's 
community college system should be designed and conducted in 
such a way that institutional differences and resources are 
accounted for. 
5. Assessment of progress toward excellence in Florida's 
community college system should be designed and conducted in 
such a way that specific institutional programs and services 
are accounted for. 
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6. The results of this study should be considered as part of an 
assessment of how useful the present quality indicators are 
for determining progress toward excellence in Florida's 
· community colleges. 
7. Computerized systems should be designed and implemented using 
these identified indicators to produce institutional program 
profiles for use by community college presidents and their 
staffs engaged in program quality-evaluation decision-making 
and assessment of progress toward excellence. 
8. Specific level of training and level of experience in program 
quality-evaluation decision-making (time spent, extent of 
involvement, extent of experience in program quality-
evaluation decision-making) should be determined for the 
community college presidents and should be considered in the 
design, conduct, and/or evaluation of any existing or planned 
quality-evaluation information system. 
9. The methodology used in this study should be used to refine 
the program/institutional quality-evaluation decision-making 
information needs at each community college. 
10. The methodology used in this study should be used to identify 
the indicators used in program quality-evaluation information 
needs for other segments of Florida's educational system 
including K-12 and the State University System. 
11. The methodology used in this study should be used to identify 
comparable indicators across all community colleges as they 
relate to national trends and state collected/determined 
criteria for assessing progress toward excellence. 
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12. This study should be conducted on a random sample of 
·community college administrators with primary responsibili-
ties in the program areas described in this study. 
13. This study should be conducted in other community college 
systems. 
14. As a follow-up to this study, a determination of direct costs 
associated with collecting, reviewing, documenting, and 
reporting the results of the quality indicators for each 
community college should be undertaken to develop cost-
effectiveness profiles. 
15. The Florida Department of Education, Division of Community 
Colleges should undertake a study to determine if data 
collection requests to the community colleges can be 
consolidated to reduce redundancy in reporting this type of 
information. 
16. The additional quality indicators identified by the 
presidents in this study should be considered as input in any 
effort to redefine the quality indicators that should be used 
in assisting in the determination of progress toward 
excellence for Florida's community college systems. 
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APPENDIX A 
FLORIDA'S STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM 
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,_,, ,, 11 
FLORIDA 
COMMUNITY COLLEGES 
I. PENSACOLA JUNIOR COLLEGE 15. PASCO HERNANDO 
Pe1u4eola. flo,id• COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
2. OKALOOSA WAL TON JUNIOR COLLEGE D.Ad11 C11v. flo,iLI.A 
Niceville. f lofi<N 16 . ST. PETERSBURG JUNIOR COLLEGE 
..,_a 
3 . GULF COAST COMMUNITY COLLEGE S1 . P11hiulJu1y_ Flom.ta 
..,_a 
~ P.tniHTW C11v. flo11~ 17. HILLSUOROUGlt COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
4. CHIPOLA JUNIOR COLLEGE 1.tmp.t, flo11Ll.t 
M,u 1.tnn•. Flo, idil 18. POLK COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
5. T ALLAHASSH COMMUNITY COLUGE Wmhtr tlJven. flo,iLla 
f -tll.th4UH. floudil 19. VALENCIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
\<\ flit I I ..... ~25 6. NORTH FLORIOA JUNIOR COLLEGE 01li111Llo. flornlc1 . ... , 
Mc1c.J1~on. Flo11di1 20. BREVARD COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
1. LAKE CHY COMMUNITY COLLEGE Cocoa. f1011Ll.t 
Laka C11v. flo11c.Jil 21 . INDIAN RIVER COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
•• 
FLORIDA JUNIOR COLLEGE foll P1111u. flo11LIJ 
AT JACKSONVILLE 22. SOUJH HORIOA COMMUNIJY COLLEGE 
Jachom11II•. flo,idil Avon P111k. flo11d.A 
9. SANT A FE COMMUNITY COLUGE 2l. MANATEE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
Gam.,v,11•. flo11di1 U1,wen1on. f-lo11tJJ 
10. ST . JOHNS RIVER COMMUNITY COLUGE 24. EDISON COMMUNHY COLLEGE 
PJl,Uk•. fl011dit fo, I Myc1i. flo11tJJ 
II. CENTRAL FLORIDA COMMUNITY COLLEGE 25. PALM UEACtt JUNIOR COLLEGE 
Ck11l11. flo11d• lake Wo, 1h. flo11tl.t 
12. DA YT ONA BEACH COMMUNITY COLLEGE 26. BROWARD COMMUNITY COll EGE 
0.ty 1oni1 Be.ach. f lo, ill.I fun l.au,lc1il.Al11 . flu111IJ 
ll. SEMINOLE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 21. MIAMI OAllE COMMUNHY COLLEGE 
S.Anlo,c.J. flo,i,I• M1J1111 . flo11u.:i 
14. LAKE SUMTER COMMUNITY COLLEGE 28. FLORIDA KEYS COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
Leuuu,y. flu,iu.t Key Weu. f-lo11ua 
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APPENDIX B 
INDICATORS OF PROGRESS TOWARD EXCELLENCE 
STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM (ORIGINAL) 
INDICATORS OF PROGRESS TOWARD EXCELLENCE 
(ORIGINAL} 
1. Academic Scholarships and Fellowships Awarded to Graduates 
2. CLAST Scores 
3. Findings of Follow-up Studies of Graduates 
4. Licensure Examinations of Graduates 
5. Percentage of Degree Seeking Students Who are Awarded Degrees 
6. Percentage of Students Who Complete Compensatory Instruction, then 
Continue to Receive Degrees or Certificates 
7. Average Full-time Faculty Salary 
8. Number of National Merit Scholars Enrolled as 
First-Time-In-College Students 
9. Percentage of First-Time-In-College Students Who Ranked in the Top 
Tenth of their High School Graduating Classes 
10. Percentage of Full-time Faculty by Highest Earned Degree 
11. Results of Tests Administered to Students Entering Colleges for 
the First Time 
1 1 7 
12. State Financial Aid per FTE Student 
13. Accreditation 
14. FTE ·student/FTE Faculty Ratio 
15. Library Expenditures per FTE Student 
16. Operating Expenditures per FTE Student 
17. Progress toward Faculty and Administrator Goals of the State Plan 
for EA/EO 
18. Progress toward Student Goals of the State Plan for EA/EO 
19. Program, School, or College Rank 
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APPENDIX C 
INDICATORS OF PROGRESS TOWARD EXCELLENCE 
STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM (REVISED) 
INDICATORS OF PROGRESS TOWARD EXCELLENCE 
(REVISED) 
1. Scholarships, Awards and Recognition Received by Students and 
College Personnel 
2. CLAST Scores as Compared to College Entrance Examination Scores 
3. Findings of Follow-up Studies of Graduates 
4. Licensure Examination Results of Graduates 
5. Percentage of Full-time Degree Seeking Students Who Are Awarded 
Degrees 
6. Percentage of Students Who Complete College Preparatory Instruc-
tion, then Continue to Receive Degrees or Certificates 
7. Average Full-time Faculty Salary 
8. Percentage of First-Time-In-College Students from the Community 
College District High School Graduating Classes 
9. Percentage of Full-time Faculty by Highest Degree Earned 
10. Percentage of Full-time Faculty Who Have Participated in Update 
Training 
11. State Financial Aid per FTE Student 
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12. Accreditation 
13. FTE Student/FTE Faculty Ratio 
14. Library and Instructional Equipment Expenditures per FTE Student 
15. Overall Operating Expenditures of the Community College per FTE 
Student 
16. Progress Toward the Faculty and Administrator Goals of the State 
Plan for EA/EO 
17. Progress Toward the Student Goals of the State Plan for EA/EO 
18. Number of Business and Industry Partnerships 
19. Identification of Exemplary Programs 
20. Identification of Community Service Programs 
l 2 l 
APPENDIX D 
COVER LETTER FOR SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
Wt:NDt:LL Yo'. WILLIAMti 
( 'IIAIKMA!\ 
IIYRON L. IIPARBt:R 
\'If ·t: « 'IIAIKMA!\ 
STATE OF FLORIDA 
STATE BOARD OF 
COMMUNITY COLLEGES 
Department of Education 
Tallah&HH a2:m1 
MEMO NO. 87-39 
October 22, 1986 
M E M O R A N D U M 
TO: 
FROM: 
Community College/ffi\sidents 
Clark Maxwell, JrVl V 
CLARK MAXWELL. JR. 
EXECUTIVE l>IRECTOR 
SUBJECT: Community Colleqe Quality Indicators Questionnaire 
Attached is a questionnaire -created by George Barcus, a graduate 
student at the University of Central Florida. He was an observer 
on our State Board of Community Colleges Task Force on Quality 
Indicators this past Spring. 
George has developed this questionnaire as a part of his research 
and has addressed "indicators of excellence" in a broader sense 
than our Task Force. - I am impressed with it, and I think this 
questionnaire might assist us in looking at the wnole idea of 
"movement toward excellence." Your input would be helpful to me. 
Would you please send the completed questionnaire to Bill Proctor 
no later than November 7? 
Dr. William B. Proctor 
Deputy Executive Director 
Program and Admrnistrative Services 
State Board of Community Colleges 
Knott Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 
Your efforts are appreciated, and I hope to use the results as we 
continue to address quality indicators. 
kps 
Attachment 
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APPENDIX E 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE QUALITY INDICATORS QUESTIONNAIRE 
~ 
Print or type: 
YOUR NAME __________________ _ 
NAME OF COLLEGE _______________ _ 
~ . 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine your rating of the USEFULNESS 
of the indicators provided. : These "quality" indicators for the Florida Community College 
system have been developed using existing indicators of progress toward excellence and 
revised indicators that reflect the mission of the community college. Rating choices are 
provided. 
The indicators relate to four categories concerning information about: 
I. Students II. Faculty/Staff III. Costs/Resources IV. General 
Space is provided for you to add indicators. Rate any added indicator in the same manner 
as the other indicators in the category. 
SCAN THE ENTIRE QUf:STIONNAIRE BEFORE YOU BEGIN RA TING. 
PLEASE USE A PENCIL FOR YOUR -RESPONSES. 
DIRECT ANY QUESTIO_NS REGARDING THE QUESTIONNAIRE TO THE OFFICE 
OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, STA TE BOARD OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES, 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA. 
~ . 
In the list below, check one program area that you feel best represents the program 
area with which you most closely identify yourself in rating the indicators. 
_General (No specific area in mind) 
_Occupational _Developmental 
_Advanced and Professional 
_Community Instructional Services 
_Student Suppor:t Services _Other: ____________ _ 
(Please specify) 
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SruL4 
Please provide the following information: 
~ 
Years in present position: __ Years at present college: __ 
Years in community college education: __ 
Years in education other than community college education: __ 
Birthdate:__/__/ __ 
(mo) (da) (yr) 
Sex: _female _male 
Highest degree held: _bachelor _master _specialist _doctorate 
DIRECTIONS: Rate the following statements by first reading the entry and then 
asking, "Assuming the data was available, how useful would it be for my college 
personnel to collect and repon this data in order to improve the overall quality of our 
programs, student services and/or our institution?". 
Rate each entry by placing an X on the scale that reflects the degree of usefulness that item 
has. 
EXAMPLE 
Very Userul or Some Use or Little Use Or.No Use 
)( 
.... 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 ---o---
Rate any indicators you perceiv~ as not applicable to your institution or pro~s 
with a 'O'. 
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've,vUsehil 01 Some Lise Ot Little Use 01 ~o Ust 
1) The job placement rate for srudents receiving 
10 the ANAS degree. 9 * b < J 2 1 ---c,--
2) Amount of money spent per FTE student on 
10 9 i s i library and insnuctional equipment/materials. b .,q 2 --o---
3) The total impaet your college has with its 
10 9 i s i business and industr)' pannerships. 8 b < J 2 --o----
4) Overall opcrming expenditures per FrE student 
10 9 ~ I as compared to the national average. b s .,q J 2 ---- o---
5) The degree of change from last year in making i i progress on the state plan for faculty and 10 9 b 5 .,q J 2 ---- o---
administrator EA/EO goals. 
6) The degree of improvement made by the low 
-I i i achievers (those scoring in the lower quan.ile on the 10 9 b 5 < 2 --- o----
College Entry Level Test) on the CLAST test. 
7) Number of full-time faculty who have received I 5 I an additional degree after the degree held when 10 9 7 b < J 2 ---- o----
originally hired. 
8) The number of community service programs 
b10 
' 
s I your college has panicipmed in this year. 9 7 6 < :i 2 ---o--
9) Overall operating expenditures per FTE student. i I 10 9 b s < :i 2 -c----
10) Amount of state financial aid received by each ! I full-time student compared to the national average. 10 9 6 s < :i 2 --- o----
11) The average pan-time faculty salary. ; I 10 9 I 6 s < :i 2 ----c,--
12) The costs associated with maintaining those I I programs your college considers as exemplary, 
more successful than usual or of very.high quality. 10 9 7 6 s -II :i 2 -o--
13) Library and inStructional equipment i 
' 
expenditures as compared to the national average. 10 9 6 s .,q :i 2 1 ---o--
1_4) The number of students who pass their i s licensure examinations for each program offered. 10 9 6 .,q J 2 ---o---
15) How the college has fared with its faculty and ~ 
' 
adminismnor EA/EO goals as compared to the 10 9 6 s .,q :i 2 -c,--
other Florida community colleges. 
16) Amount of state financial aid received by each 
full-time student. 10 ~ . & ~ 6 s < :i 2 ---o---
17) The number of full-time srudents enrolled with ~ i -o---the number who evcntual)y graduate. 10 9 6 s < J 2 1 
18) The number of presently enrolled students ~ ! I -o---who have graduated from the disnict high schools. 10 9 6 < j 2 
19) Percent of programs in the college which can i l ---- 0 ----be and are accredited. 10 9 Q s 4 :l 2 
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'i'eryUselul 01 Some Use 01 Little Use 01 No Ust 
20) The costs associated with your college's 10 9 6 s < J 2 1 --o---panicipation in all its community service programs 
for the year. 
~ I 21) Number of full-time faculty who hold the 10 9 6 s < J 2 ----o--
doctorate degree. 
22) The number of college prepara1ory students ~ I 10 9 ti s < ~ 2 
---- 0 ----
who ultimately graduate. 
23) Number of full-time faculty who have ~ I panicipated in update training. 10 9 6 s < ~ 2 ---- o----
24) The percentage of AA degree students who ~ I I continue their education in the upper-division level. 10 9 6 s < J 2 ---- o----
25) Overall FTE Faculty/FTE Student ratio. ~ I I 10 9 ti s < J 2 ---- o----
26) Comparison of the pass rates for licensed ~ I I programs to the national averages. 10 9 b s < J 2 ---- o----
27) The number of students who have received I I I awards or scholarships. 10 9 7 6 5 < J 2 --o--
28) The number of students affected by those ~ I I programs that your college considers as exemplary, 10 9 6 s < J 2 ---- o----more successful than usual or of very high quality. 
29) Number of full-time faculty that have more r 5 I than a four-year degree. 10 9 I 6 < 2 ---- o----
30) The degree of change from last year in making I I progress on the state plan for student EA/EO goals. 10 9 7 6 s < J 2 ---- 0 
31) How the college has fared with its student ~ I 1 . EA/EO goals as compared to the other Florida 10 9 6 s 
" 
J 2 1 , ---- 0 ----
community colleges. 
32) The number of business and industry I 5 I partnerships established during the year. 10 9 7 6 < 2 -- o----
33) The number of college preparatOT)' students as ~ 5 I compared to all others who ultimately graduate. 10 9 b < J 2 ---- o--
34) Total amount of money spent to maintain ~ s I accreditation. 10 9 6 .:; J 2 ---- c----
35) The number of full-time degree seeking ~ I Students who receive a degree. 10 9 6 s < J 2 ---- o----
36) College FrE Faculty/FTE Student ratios ~ I compared to national averages. 10 9 6 s < J 2 ---- o----
37) The percent of area high school students who I I have enrolled in the college as compared to other 10 9 7 6 s < J 2 ---- C, ----
types of institutions. 
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38) The degree of improvement made by the high 
achievers (those scoring in the upper quanile on the 10 9 6 .q :l 2 1 -c·---
College Entry Level Test) on the CLAST test. 
+ 
i 
39) The average full-time faculty salary. 10 9 6 s .q :l 2 --o----
40) Faculty membe~ and administrators who have ~ i been recognized for superior work. 10 9 6 ~ ( :l 2 --o----
Add any additional indicators you feel arc appropriate here, and please rate them as you have the others. 
10 9 s 2 ---- o----
_I 10 9 6 s i ( -o----
1CI 9 6 2 --c,----
1C 9 ! < 2 1 --o-
~ 
Please indicate your opinions of the following: 
- OPil'HQN CHOICES 
1 = NONE ("None of my activities or time") 2 = LrITLE ("Less than one-fourth but 
more than none of my activities or time") 3 = SOME ("One-founh or more but less than 
three-founhs of my activities or time") 4 = CONSIDERABLE (''Three-fourths or more 
but less than all my activities or time") 5 = ALL (TOTAL) ("100% of my activities or 
time") 
Using one of the OPINION CHOICES listed above, indicate your perception of: 
The degree to which your POSmON AS PRESIDENT is associated with each program 
area: 
Advanced and Professional __ Community Instructional Services 
__ Developmental __ Occupational __ Student Support Services 
Amount of TIME you spend in program qujtlity-evaluation activities __ 
Extent of your INVOLVEMEl\7 in program quality-evaluation decision-making at your 
institution __ 
Please indicate your perception of your LEVEL OF EXPERIENCE in program 
quality-evaluation decision-making by checking one of the following: 
__ NONE LITTLE __ SOME ___ CONSIDERABLE 
PLEASE ADD ANY COMMENTS REGARDING IBE PROGRAM 
QUALITY-EVALUATION PROCESS AT YOUR COLLEGE OR ANY COMMEl\"TS 
ABOUT THIS QUESTIOl\TNAIRE (ATTACH ADDffiONAL PAGE IF REQUIRED) 
~ 
Please return this questionnaire in the envelope provided. 
Thank you for the expenditure of your time and energy on this project. 
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APPENDIX F 
CLASSIFICATIONS USED IN DATA ANALYSIS 
CLASSIFICATIONS USED IN DATA ANALYSIS 
program Areas 
1. Advanced and Professional Program Area - most commonly 
referred to as university parallel, the first two years of a 
baccalaureate program. 
2. Occupational Program Area - also known as vocational-
technical education, terminal certificate or degree programs 
which prepare students for employment in a specific trade or 
field. 
3. Community Instructional Services Program Area - programs of 
short, credit or noncredit classes which are designed to 
provide enrichment for students. 
4. Developmental Program Area - or compensatory education, 
designed to assist students in improving any deficient basic 
skills necessary for program required work. 
5. Student Support Services Program Area - various auxiliary 
services which are provided to students facilitating their 
progress through one of the academic areas ·including services 
as counseling, student activities, admissions, financial. aid, 
etc. 
Administrative Areas 
1. General - respondents who, when answering the questionnaire 
had no specific administrative area in mind. 
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2. Occupational - respondents who, when answering the 
questionnaire, felt the occupational area best represented 
the program area in which they most closely identified 
themselves. 
3. Developmental - respondents who, when answering the 
questionnaire, felt the developmental area best represented 
the program area in which they most closely identified 
themselves. 
4. Student Support Services - respondents who, when answering 
the questionnaire, felt the student support services area 
best represented the program area in which they most closely 
identified themselves. 
5. Advanced and Professional respondents who, when answering 
the questionnaire, felt the advanced and professional area 
best represented the program area in which they most closely 
identified themselves. 
133 
6. Community Instructional Services - respondents who, when 
answering the questionnaire, felt the community instructional 
services area best represented the program area in which they 
most closely identified themselves. 
7. Other - respondents who, when answering the questionnaire 
felt that none of the program areas listed were adequate and 
choose a response of their own. 
Personal Characteristics 
1. Years in Present Position - number of years the respondent 
has held current position. Four divisions were used for 
comparison: less than three years, three to five years, six 
to fifteen years, and greater than fifteen years. 
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2. Years at Present College - number of years the respondent has 
been employed by present college. Four divisions were used 
for comparison: less than six years, six to ten years, eleven 
to fifteen years, and greater than fifteen years. 
3. Years in Community College Education - total number of years 
the respondent has been with a community college. Four 
divisions were used for comparison: less than seven years, 
seven to eleven years, twelve to fifteen years, and greater 
than fifteen years. 
4. Years in Education Other than Community College Education -
number of years the respondent has been employed in an 
educational institution other than a community college. Four 
divisions were used for comparison: less than one year, one 
to five years, six to ten years, and greater than ten years. 
5. Birthdate - month, day and year in which the respondent was 
born. 
6. Sex - male or female. 
7. Degree Level - Bachelors, Masters, Specialist or Doctorate. 
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Institutional Characteristics 
l. Market Region - The Bureau of Economic and Business Research 
at the University of Florida has divided the state of Florida 
into five market regions based primarily on location. These 
market regions are: (1) Northwest - from Taylor County west; 
(2) Northeast - from Marion County north; (3) Central - from 
Flagler county to Sumter County south to Osceola County; (4) 
Southwest - from Citrus County to Highlands County south to 
Collier County; and (5) Southeast - from Indian River County 
south. Colleges were categorized based on their location in 
one of these market regions (Shoemyen, 1985, p. 27). 
2. Total FTE - total FTE (Full-time equivalent) served by each 
institution during the 1984-1985 school year. Three 
divisions were used for comparison: less than 2,900, 2,900 to 
8,000 and greater than 8,000 (Florida Department of 
Education, 1986, p. 13). 
3. Percent of Total College FTE Served Classified in the 
Advanced and Professional Program Area - during the 1984-1985 
school year. Three divisions were used for comparison: less 
than 50%, 50% to 60%, and greater than 60% (Florida 
Department of Education, 1986, p. 13-21). 
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4. Percent of Total College FTE Served Classified in the 
Occupational Program Area - during the 1985-1986 school year. 
Three divisions were used for comparison: less than 33%, 33% 
to 37%, and greater than 37% (Florida Department of 
Education, 1986, p. 13-21). 
NOTE: FTE numbers for vocational designator used for 
occupational category. 
5. Percent of Total College FTE Served Classified in the 
Developmental Program Area - during the 1985-1986 school 
year. Three divisions were used for comparisons: less than 
1%, 1% to 10%, and greater than 10% (Florida Department of 
Education, 1986, p. 13-21). 
6. Colleges Designated as Area Vocational Education Schools - by 
the Florida Department of Education were compared with those 
not so designated (Department of Education, 1986, p. 
125-126). 
Indicator Groups 
1. Students - those indicators primarily related to student 
activities, reception of degrees, awards, certificates or 
recognition. 
2. Faculty/Staff - those indicators primarily related to faculty 
and staff benefits, services provided, awards or recognition. 
3. Costs/Resources - those indicators used in the questionnaire 
whether related to student or faculty/staff activities that 
have as the main objective the determination of costs or use 
of resources. 
4. General Information - those indicators used in the 
questionnaire that fall in a category other than students, 
faculty/staff, or costs/resources. 
Respondent Opinions 
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1. Program Area as Associated to Position as President -
respondents' opinion as to the degree to which their position 
as president is associated with the following program areas: 
(1) Advanced and Professional, (2) Developmental, (3) 
Community Instructional Services, (4) Occupational, and (5) 
Student Support Services. The following five point scale was 
used: 1 = none, 2 = little, 3 = some, 4 = considerable, and 
5 = all. This scale was collapsed into three categories for 
the purpose of reporting correlations. Opinion choices 1 and 
2 became "little", opinion choice 3 remained "some", and 
opinion choices 4 and 5 became "much". 
2. Time Spent in Prograra Quality-Evaluation Activities -
respondents' opinions of time spent involved in program 
quality-evaluation activities. The opinion choices were 
identical to those used in the previous opinion grouping and 
were handled identically for the purpose of reporting 
corre 1 at ions. 
3. Extent of Involvement in Program Quality-Evaluation 
Decision-Making - respondents' opinions of their extent of 
involvement in program quality-evaluation decision-making at 
their institutions. The opinion choices were identical to 
those used in the previous two opinion groupings and were 
handled identically for the purpose of reporting 
correlations. 
4. Level of Experience in Program Quality-Evaluation 
Decision-Making - respondents' opinions of their level of 
experience in program quality-evaluation decision-making. A 
four point scale was used: 11 none, 11 "little," "some" and 
"considerable." 
NOTE: In order to build on an established body of research, the 
attempt was made to replicate, with some variation and up-dating, the 
same data classifications used in the 1982 report developed by the 
Florida Community/Junior College Inter-institutional Research Counci_l 
in the report on the Program Quality Indicators Project entitled, 
"Quality: A Decision Making Approach". 
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APPENDIX G 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR EACH SURVEY INDICATOR 
INDICATOR 1: The job placement rate for students receiving the AA/AS degree. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 7.964 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.575 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
3 10.7 
3 10.7 
11 39.3 
3 10.7 
6 21.4 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 4.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
7.1 
17.9 
28.6 
67.9 
78.6 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 1 
..r::,. 
0 
INDICATOR 2: Amount of money spent per FTE student on library and instructional 
equipment/materials. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 6.893 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of no use 0 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.988 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
3 10.7 
5 17.9 
6 21.4 
7 25.0 
4 14.3 
1 3.6 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 0.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
7.1 
17.9 
35.7 
57.1 
82.1 
96.4 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 2 
+:'> 
INDICATOR 3: The total impact your college has with its business and industry 
partnerships. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 7.214 
Rating_ Value Freguenci Percent 
Of no use 0 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.672 
2 7.1 
1 3.6 
3 10.7 
3 10.7 
2 7.1 
7 25.0 
5 17.9 
5 17.9 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 0.000 
Cum 
Percent 
7.1 
10. 7 
21.4 
32.1 
39.3 
64.3 
82.1 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 3 
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INDICATOR 4: Overall operating expenditures per FTE student as compared to the 
national average. 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 7.000 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of little use 2 
Of little use 3 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.091 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
2 7.1 
2 7.1 
5 17.9 
2 7.1 
8 28.6 
5 17.9 
2 7.1 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 2.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
7.1 
14.3 
21.4 
39.3 
46.4 
75.0 
92.9 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 4 
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INDICATOR 5: 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 6.107 
The degree of change from last year in making progress on the state 
plan for faculty and administrator EA/EO goals. 
Rating_ Value Freguenci Percent 
Of little use 1 
Of little use 2 
Of little use 3 
Of 1 ittl e use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.378 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
3 10.7 
2 7.1 
5 17.9 
1 3.6 
5 17.9 
6 21.4 
3 10. 7 
1 3.6 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 1. 000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
7.1 
17.9 
25.0 
42.9 
46.4 
64.3 
85.7 
96.4 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 5 
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INDICATOR 6: The degree of improvement made by the low achievers (those scoring 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 6.679 
in the lower quartile on the College Entry Level Test) on the CLAST 
test. 
Rating_ Value Freguenci Percent 
Of no use 0 
Of little use 1 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.539 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
3 10.7 
3 10.7 
5 17.9 
1 3.6 
6 21.4 
6 21.4 
2 7.1 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 0.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
7.1 
17.9 
28.6 
46.4 
50.0 
71.4 
92.9 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 6 
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INDICATOR 7: Number of full-time faculty who have received an additional degree 
after the degree held when originally hired. 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 5.250 
Rating_ Value Freguenc1 Percent 
Of little use 2 
Of little use 3 
Of 1 ittl e use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.012 
4 14.3 
3 10.7 
1 3.6 
6 21.4 
7 25.0 
3 10. 7 
3 10. 7 
1 3.6 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 2.000 
Cum 
Percent 
14.3 
25.0 
28.6 
50.0 
75.0 
85. 7 
96.4 
100.0 
Maximum - 9.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 7 
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INDICATOR 8: The number of community service programs your college has partic-
ipated in this year. 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 6.964 
Rating_ Value Freguenci Percent 
Of little use 3 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.835 
2 7.1 
1 3.6 
2 7.1 
6 21.4 
4 14.3 
7 25.0 
5 17.9 
1 3.6 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 3.000 
Cum 
Percent 
7.1 
10.7 
17.9 
39.3 
53.6 
78.6 
96.4 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 8 
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INDICATOR 9: Overall operating expenditures per FTE student. 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 7.464 
Rating_ Value Freguenci Percent 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.934 
1 3.6 
6 21.4 
3 10.7 
2 7.1 
6 21.4 
5 17.9 
5 17.9 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 4.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
25.0 
35.7 
42.9 
64.3 
82.1 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 9 
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INDICATOR 10: Amount of state financial aid received by each full-time student 
compared to the national average. 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 6.500 
Rating_ Value Freguenci Percent 
Of little use 2 
Of little use 3 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.411 
2 7.1 
3 10. 7 
5 17.9 
3 10.7 
3 10.7 
5 17.9 
5 17.9 
2 7.1 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 2.000 
Cum 
Percent 
7.1 
17.9 
35.7 
46.4 
57.1 
75.0 
92.9 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 10 
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INDICATOR 11: The average part-time faculty salary. 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 5.786 
Rating_ Value Freguenci Percent 
Of no use 0 
Of little use 2 
Of little use 3 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.658 
2 7.1 
1 3.6 
2 7.1 
4 14.3 
2 7.1 
6 21.4 
1 3.6 
6 21.4 
3 10.7 
1 3.6 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 0.000 
Cum 
Percent 
7.1 
10.7 
17.9 
32.1 
39.3 
60.7 
64.3 
85.7 
96.4 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 11 
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INDICATOR 12: The costs associated with maintaining those programs your college 
considers exemplary, more successful than usual or of very high 
quality. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 7.357 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of little use 3 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.615 
1 3.6 
3 10.7 
2 7.1 
9 32.1 
6 21.4 
5 17.9 
2 7.1 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 3.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
14.3 
21.4 
53.6 
75.0 
92.9 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 12 
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INDICATOR 13: Library and instructional equipment expenditures as compared to 
the national average. 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 6.893 
Rating_ Value Freguenc~ Percent 
Of 1 ittl e use 2 
Of 1 ittl e use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.079 
1 3.6 
3 10.7 
4 14.3 
2 7.1 
7 25.0 
4 14.3 
4 14.3 
3 10. 7 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 2.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
14.3 
28.6 
35.7 
60.7 
75.0 
89.3 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 13 
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INDICATOR 14: The number of students who pass their licensure examinations for 
each program offered. 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 8.893 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.100 
1 3.6 
2 7.1 
6 21.4 
9 32.1 
10 35.7 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 6.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
10.7 
32.1 
64.3 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 14 
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INDICATOR 15: How the college has fared with its faculty and administrator EA/EO 
goals as compared to the other Florida community colleges. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 6.643 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of little use 2 
Of little use 3 
Of 1 ittl e use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.376 
2 7.1 
2 7.1 
1 3.6 
4 14.3 
3 10.7 
3 10. 7 
7 25.0 
3 10.7 
3 10. 7 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 2.000 
Cum 
Percent 
7.1 
14.3 
17.9 
32.1 
42.9 
53.6 
78.6 
89.3 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 15 
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INDICATOR 16: Amount of state financial aid received by each full-time student. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 6.643 
Rating_ Value Freguenci Percent 
Of little use 2 
Of little use 3 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.022 
1 3.6 
3 10. 7 
3 10. 7 
4 14.3 
4 14.3 
9 32.1 
4 14.3 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 2.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
14.3 
25.0 
39.3 
53.6 
85.7 
100.0 
Maximum - 9.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 16 
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INDICATOR 17: The number of full-time students enrolled with the number who 
eventually graduate. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 6.036 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of no use 0 
Of little use 3 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.687 
3 10.7 
1 3.6 
4 14.3 
9 32.1 
3 10.7 
3 10.7 
3 10.7 
2 7.1 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 0.000 
Cum 
Percent 
10.7 
14.3 
28.6 
60.7 
71.4 
82.1 
92.9 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 17 
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INDICATOR 18: The number of presently enrolled students who have graduated from 
the district high school. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 6.929 
Rating_ Value Freguenci Percent 
Of little use 3 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.071 
3 10.7 
1 3.6 
4 14.3 
1 3.6 
5 17.9 
8 28.6 
4 14.3 
2 7.1 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 3.000 
Cum 
Percent 
10.7 
14.3 
28.6 
32.1 
50.0 
78.6 
92.9 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER .18 
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INDICATOR 19: Percent of programs in the college which can be and are accredited. 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 7.071 
Rating_ Value Frequency Percent 
Of no use 0 
Of little use 3 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.493 
1 3.6 
2 7.1 
1 3.6 
3 10.7 
3 10.7 
1 3.6 
10 35. 7 
2 7.1 
5 17.9 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 0.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
10.7 
14.3 
25.0 
35.7 
39.3 
75.0 
82.1 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 19 
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INDICATOR 20: The costs associated with your college's participation in all its 
community service programs for the year. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 6.286 
Rating_ Value Freguencl Percent 
Of little use 2 
Of little use 3 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.052 
1 3.6 
3 10.7 
1 3.6 
4 14.3 
6 21.4 
3 10.7 
7 25.0 
2 7.1 
1 3.6 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 2.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
14.3 
17.9 
32.1 
53.6 
64.3 
89.3 
96.4 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 20 
U7 
~ 
INDICATOR 21: - Number of full-time faculty who hold the doctorate degree. 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 6.679 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of little use 2 
Of little use 3 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.786 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
3 10.7 
4 14.3 
9 32.1 
6 21.4 
2 7.1 
1 3.6 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 2.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
7.1 
10.7 
21.4 
35.7 
67.9 
89.3 
96.4 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 21 
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INDICATOR 22: · The number of preparatory students who ultimately graduate. 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 7.464 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of little use 3 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.990 
1 3.6 
2 7.1 
2 7.1 
4 14.3 
3 10. 7 
4 14.3 
9 32.1 
3 10.7 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 3.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
10.7 
17.9 
32.1 
42.9 
57.1 
89.3 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 22 
m 
INDICATOR 23: Number of full-time faculty who have participated in update training. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 7.714 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.536 
2 7.1 
6 21.4 
4 14.3 
5 17.9 
8 28.6 
3 10.7 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 5.000 
Cum 
Percent 
7.1 
28.6 
42.9 
60.7 
89.3 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 23 
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INDICATOR 24: · The percentage of AA degree students who continue their education 
in the upper-division level. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 8.357 
Rating_ Value Freguenci Percent 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.096 
2 7.1 
3 10.7 
10 35.7 
9 32.1 
4 14.3 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 6.000 
Cum 
Percent 
7.1 
17.9 
53.6 
85.7 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 24 
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INDICATOR 25: Overall FTE Faculty/FTE Student ratio. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean..: 7.179 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of little use 1 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.847 
1 3.6 
2 7.1 
6 21.4 
7 25.0 
5 17.9 
5 17.9 
2 7.1 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 1. 000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
10.7 
32.1 
57.1 
75.0 
92.9 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 25 
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INDICATOR 26: Comparison of the pass rate for licensed programs to the national 
averages. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 8.000 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.333 
1 3.6 
4 14.3 
3 10.7 
9 32.1 
8 28.6 
3 10. 7 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 5.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
17.9 
28.6 
60.7 
89.3 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 26 
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INDICATOR 27: · The number of students who have received awards or scholarships. 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 6.536 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of no use 0 
Of little use 3 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.972 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
5 17.9 
5 17.9 
6 21.4 
8 28.6 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 0.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
7.1 
25.0 
42.9 
64.3 
92.9 
96.4 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 27 
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INDICATOR 28: · The number of students affected by those programs that your college 
considers as exemplary, more successful than usual or of very high 
quality. 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 7.000 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of little use 3 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.587 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
2 7.1 
7 25.0 
4 14.3 
8 28.6 
5 17.9 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 3.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
7.1 
14.3 
39.3 
53.6 
82.1 
100.0 
Maximum - 9.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 28 
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INDICATOR 29: Number of full-time faculty that have more than a four-year degree. 
Valid Cases-· 28 
Mean - 7.036 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of no use 0 
Of little use 3 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.186 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
5 17.9 
6 21.4 
7 25.0 
3 10.7 
3 10.7 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 0.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
7.1 
10.7 
14.3 
32.1 
53.6 
78.6 
89.3 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 29 
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INDICATOR 30: 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 6.464 
The degree of change from last year in making progress on the state 
plan for student EA/EO goals. 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of no use 0 
Of little use 2 
Of little use 3 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.442 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
2 7.1 
2 7.1 
1 3.6 
6 21.4 
2 7.1 
9 32.1 
2 7.1 
2 7.1 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 0.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
7.1 
14.3 
21.4 
25.0 
46.4 
53.6 
85.7 
92.9 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 30 
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INDICATOR 31: 
Valid Cases~ 28 
Mean - 6.893 
How the college has fared with its student EA/EO goals as compared 
to the other Florida community colleges. 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of little use 2 
Of little use 3 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.988 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
2 7.1 
8 28.6 
2 7.1 
7 25.0 
4 14.3 
2 7.1 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 2.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
7.1 
10.7 
17.9 
46.4 
53.6 
78.6 
92.9 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 31 
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INDICATOR 32: The number of business and industry partnerships established during 
the year. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 7.250 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of little use 2 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.974 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
3 10.7 
5 17.9 
3 10.7 
8 28.6 
3 10.7 
4 14.3 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 2.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
7.1 
17.9 
35.7 
46.4 
75.0 
85.7 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 32 
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INDICATOR 33: The number of college preparatory students as compared to all others 
who ultimately graduate. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 6.857 
Rating_ Value Freguenci Percent 
Of no use 0 
Of little use 3 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.505 
1 3.6 
3 10.7 
1 3.6 
2 7.1 
4 14.3 
1 3.6 
9 32.1 
4 14.3 
3 10. 7 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 0.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
14.3 
17.9 
25.0 
39.3 
42.9 
75.0 
89.3 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 33 
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INDICATOR 34: Total amount of money spent to maintain accreditation. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 4.929 
Cum 
Rating_ Value Freguenci Percent Percent 
Of no use 0 5 17.9 17.9 
Of little use 3 3 10. 7 28.6 
Of little use 4 5 17.9 46.4 
Of some use 5 2 7.1 53.6 
Of some use 6 5 17.9 71.4 
Of some use 7 1 3.6 75. 0 
Very useful 8 3 10. 7 85.7 
Very useful 9 2 7.1 92.9 
Very useful 10 2 7.1 100.0 
TOTAL 28 100.0 
Missing - 0 
Standard Deviation - 3.102 Minimum - 0.000 Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 34 
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INDICATOR 35: The number of full-time degree seeking students who receive a degree. 
Valid Cases- · 28 
Mean - 7.357 
Rating_ Value Freguenci Percent 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.615 
1 3.6 
3 10.7 
6 21.4 
2 7.1 
9 32.1 
5 17.9 
2 7.1 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 4.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
14.3 
35.7 
42.9 
75.0 
92.9 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 35 
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INDICATOR 36: College FTE Faculty/FTE Student ratios compared to national averages. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 6.679 
Rating_ Value Freguenc~ Percent 
Of little use 3 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.056 
1 3.6 
4 14.3 
4 14.3 
5 17.9 
2 7.1 
8 28.6 
4 14.3 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 3.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
17.9 
32.1 
50.0 
57.1 
85. 7 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 36 
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INDICATOR 37: The percent of area high school students who have enrolled in the 
college as compared to other types of institutions. 
Rating_ Value Freguenci Percent 
Of little use 3 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 7.643 
Of little use 4 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.747 
1 3.6 
1 3.6 
2 7.1 
2 7.1 
2 7.1 
12 42.9 
5 17.9 
3 10.7 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 3.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
7.1 
14.3 
21.4 
28.6 
71.4 
89.3 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 37 
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INDICATOR 38: The degree of improvement made by the high achievers (those scoring 
in the upper quartile on the College Entry Level Test) on the CLAST 
test. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 6.893 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of no use 0 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.912 
1 3.6 
3 10.7 
6 21.4 
8 28.6 
6 21.4 
2 7.1 
2 7.1 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 0.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
14.3 
35.7 
64.3 
85.7 
92.9 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 38 
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INDICATOR 39: The average full-time faculty salary. 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 7.821 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of little use 3 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 1.945 
1 3.6 
4 14.3 
3 10.7 
8 28.6 
6 21.4 
6 21.4 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 3.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
17.9 
28.6 
57.1 
78.6 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 39 
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INDICATOR 40: Faculty members and administrators who have been recognized for 
superior work._ 
Valid Cases - 28 
Mean - 7.393 
Rating_ Value Freguenct Percent 
Of no use 0 
Of some use 5 
Of some use 6 
Of some use 7 
Very useful 8 
Very useful 9 
Very useful 10 
TOTAL 
Missing Cases - 0 
Standard Deviation - 2.132 
1 3.6 
4 14.3 
2 7.1 
5 17.9 
8 28.6 
4 14.3 
4 14.3 
28 100.0 
Minimum - 0.000 
Cum 
Percent 
3.6 
17.9 
25.0 
42.9 
71.4 
85.7 
100.0 
Maximum - 10.000 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SURVEY INDICATOR NUMBER 40 
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APPENDIX H 
SURVEY FOLLOW-UP RESPONSES 
SURVEY FOLLOW-UP RESPONSES 
. As a follow-up to the survey questionnaire, ten of the twenty-eight 
community colleges were randomly selected to respond to a series of 
questions about the quality indicators process and express their views 
on the usefulness of this process. The questions asked of the ten 
were: (1) Did the indicators listed in the questionnaire adequately 
address the range of responses needed to identify "quality" programs, 
student services and/or outcomes at your institution?, (2) If not, what 
indicators should be used?, (3) Does the present system for identifying 
"quality" at your institution work well or does it need improvement? 
~Jhat improvements?, (4) Is it possible to identify and report "quality" 
in this manner?, and (5) In your opinion, is it useful to collect and 
report this type of information? Useful to whom and why? It should be 
noted that although the community college presidents were contacted 
directly for their responses, they may have directed others to respond 
for them. The following is a summary (parapharased by the author) of 
those college responses: 
Gulf Coast Community College-
The college felt that the indicators listed in the questionnaire did in 
fact address the range of responses needed to identify "quality" 
programs, student services and/or outcomes at their institution. They 
felt that the indicators did provide an adequate umbrella and are broad 
enough to do the job. 
The system used at the college to identify "quality" seems to work 
well. The community college staff prepares an institutional plan for 
collecting the data - complete with objectives, action statements and . 
stated evaluation measures - and uses this plan in assembling, 
reviewing and understanding the data that is collected. Although some 
of the areas of data collection are more difficult to do than others, 
it is felt that it is possible to get the job done with a reasonable 
amount of effort. 
In response to whether or not it is possible to identify and report 
"quality" in this manner, the community college felt it depends on the 
definition of "quality". Are these really indicators of excellence? 
Do they really show "qua 1 ity"? The college is not convinced they do. 
But, if by using an agreed to list of indicators it can be shown that 
something of value can be gained, then it makes sense to continue the 
process. This type of information can be helpful in identifying a 
profile of the comQunity college and it also helps by showing how it is 
doing compared to other community colleges using the same measures. 
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The college felt it is useful to collect this data by the fact that it 
does require the college to develop an annual institutional plan to 
address these issues. Using this plan can then assist the college in 
identifying programs or services that may need improvement. 
_Those at the community college also felt there are areas in which the 
reporting process can be improved. Overall, using the process does 
help the college and the state by identifying this type of information 
and if used properly can assist in making improvements to the entire 
community college system. 
Chipola Junior College -
The college expressed concern that all the indicators listed were 
useful but more could be added. Indicators of this type could go on 
and on. The problem is to identify those that truly measure quality 
and are of a manageable size. 
The intent would be for the college to identify and track the progress 
made on those indicators that they (community college administrators} 
felt best represent the concerns of the college. 
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The college felt that the system did not work well. They asked why 
many of the indicators could not be answered at the state level. They 
felt that some of the data required for the indicators is difficult for 
the college to collect. Concern was also expressed for the changing 
definitions of the indicators. Standardization must be accomplished 
for FTE counts, student classifications, etc. If the state could 
better define the data elements, more consistent information could be 
obtained. 
Improvements could be made by clarifying the indicators and eliminating 
the duplication of collection of data. The college felt that quality 
could be identified and reported in this manner and that the community 
colleges have an obligation to do so. 
The coliege felt that the institution gains from the collection, 
display and review of this type of data. The community colleges should 
use the data for comparison to other institutions. The collection of 
data could be used to supplement the present program review process for 
. the AA and vocational programs. 
Concern was expressed for the feeling that considerable effort is 
expended to report this data but at times it appears that little is 
done with it once it reaches the state level. 
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Seminole Community College -
The college felt that the indicators were adequate. Possibly, the list 
of indicators may be too long . 
. They did feel that the present system needs improvement. More 
attention must be paid to what the indicators are showing in terms of 
improvements. Quality can be determined in this manner and if used as 
a guide, these indicators can help in identifying those areas of the 
institution that are doing well and those areas that need attention. 
Because quality is such a vague concept, definitions are difficult to 
develop. One college's success may not even be a priority item for 
another institution. However, these indicators do help in identifying 
a common list of areas that can form the benchmark for the entire 
community college system. 
The college does feel that it is useful to collect and report this type 
of information. It helps identify those areas that need improvement 
and can also help in spotting trends that are occurring at the college. 
The institution itself is the winner by developing this information. 
The information that comes from responding to the indicators can be 
used by the college in its future planning. Areas of financial aid and 
curriculum improvements are two examples. The indicators are useful to 
the college in determining its strengths and weaknesses. 
Lake-Sumter Community College -
The college felt that the list of indicators used in the questionnaire 
was quite complete. They are broad enough to cover most areas of 
concern. No particular areas of improvement were identified. 
The system used at the college to collect this data could use 
improvement. Some responses to the indicators are only superficial. 
More in-depth research is needed to adequately respond to the real 
intent of the indicators. A bettet computer system that could be used 
to assist in maintaining records and information would be helpful to 
the college. Additional staff, hardware and software materials are 
needed to help keep track of this type of information. 
The college feels that it is only partially possible to identify and 
report "quality" in this manner. Again, more in-depth information is 
needed to really develop the complete picture as to why and how well 
the college's programs are working. 
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Particularly for a small institution it is helpful to collect this type 
of information. It helps in terms of establishing how well the college 
is doing in certain areas as compared to other institutions of similar 
size and with closely related missions. 
This information also assists the college in its own review process. 
Although at times the quality of the data itself is suspect, it is 
still helpful to have some guide to go by. 
One concern is the way in which the state may use the information. 
They must be sensitive to the fact that although a college may reflect 
acceptable 11 numbers 11 in certain areas, there may be reason to be 
concerned for how well the programs are funded, and how well the 
colleges are able to maintain the highest standards possible. In 
short, this system is only one input into the process of adequately 
identifying "quality" and progress toward excellence within the 
community college system. 
Valencia Community College -
The college considered the indicators to be generally good. Concern 
was expressed that the single indicators may give a distorted picture 
of what may be happening at the college. The example of CLAST scores 
was given as indicative of this problem. Comparing Miami-Dade to 
Indian River or Chipola for example may not explain population, program 
or institutional differences. Institutional indicators are in many 
cases too broad to be very very useful. More specific program 
indicators are needed to address this issue of "quality". 
The present system for identifying "quality" needs improvement. 
Presently, institution research is being done at Valencia to develop 
the tools and models required to collect and report pertinent 
information for specific program areas. Additional staff has recently 
been added to work in this area. The time it presently takes to 
develop input into existing reports, send them to Tallahassee and then 
receive the completed report back for use is too lengthy. Each 
institution needs the capability to develop their own decision support 
systems for use in improving their programs. 
The community college believes that it is possible to identify and 
report "quality" in this manner as long as explanations are allowed to 
account for unique circumstances. Using only numerical responses does 
not allow for the differences in the colleges. 
If the colleges are able to tailor the report to their own needs, it 
was felt that it would be much more valuable to both the state and the 
reporting college. If these differences are allowed, then the state 
could use them for state-wide planning. However, this information 
should not be used for comparing institution to institution but as a 
guide in striving for overall advancement and improvement in the 
community college system. Presently the information does not exist 
that would allow for state to state comparisons, so the information can 
only be used as a barometer of what is happening within the state. 
Brevard Community College -
Some of the indicators are good without question. For example, knowing 
how well the college is doing on its pass rates for licensure 
examinations is important. However, although tracking progress on 
EA/EO goals may be considered worthwhile, does this really reflect 
"quality" at the community college? Some think it does not. Usually, 
"quality" has more to do with image and reputation, in particular, how 
well are the students doing both while in our programs and when they 
leave. The idea of the value-added concept is better accepted than 
being only concerned with how we 11 rate 11 on an individual indicator. 
These group indicators as such in most cases miss the mark. The 
indicators that should be used have much to do with the mission of the 
institution. Why not think of ourselves at times as being involved 
with the traditional concept of educational instruction - like the 
German University model - knowledge for knowledge sake. Although we 
have a commitment to vocational and skill training, we must also be 
concerned with the overall career orientation and the intellectual 
growth of the student. 
Does this system work well? First, the system for identifying 
11 qua 1 ity 11 must be better deve 1 oped. The p·resent system does a 11 ow for 
an assessment of the college's strengths and weaknesses. It can 
supplement the existing accreditation process, program reviews, and 
senior administrative reviews. But as a singular source for 
identifying progress toward excellence or as a determinant of 
"quality", it is lacking. By asking "Why not the best" for our 
programs and services, the college always attempts to strive for the 
highest quality in all that it does. But this attempt to improve can 
be slowed when the bureaucratic paperwork required to document it may 
at times be overwhelming. 
Although reluctant to say this process is not worthwhile, any effort to 
improve is worthwhile, exception is taken to the amount of return for 
the effort required. The problem appears to be that no one really 
seems to know what "quality" is. 
This process is helpful to the college in the sense that it does focus 
our attention in certain areas and requires the college to assess how 
programs and initiatives are developing and growing. 
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Indian River Community College -
The college feels that the indicators do a good job. No major 
improvements are needed . 
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. The present system of data collection works well. The system allows 
for feedback. This feedback assists the college and also permits close 
coordination with the public schools. By sharing this information, the 
community college and the public schools can better determine how well 
they are doing in meeting the student 1 s needs. 
The use of the quality indicators is a good approach. Certainly it can 
be improved and this is something that should continue. It is the best 
system we have at the present but like all things it could become 
better. The colleges should participate in the review and improvement 
of the indicators as programs, priorities and requirements change. 
The indicators are helpful to the college by the fact that they require 
the community college to look at themselves. The college is not 
suspicious of why the questions are being asked. They like reporting 
their successes and feel that the indicators help them assess their 
strengths and weaknesses. 
Manatee Community College -
The college considers the indicators to be broad enough to adequately 
address the important issues of the college. They are also in-depth 
enough to identify areas of concern for the institution. 
The system requires continuous refinement. If not careful, one area 
that gets attention may keep another area from being identified when in 
need. The indicators do help the community college see how they are 
doing. By using the indicators, they are forced to go back and see how 
well their programs and services are working. It helps them keep on 
track. The use of the quality indicators requires the college to focus 
on all the issues across the board. 
The college feels that it is possible to identify "quality" in this 
manner, but the items (indicators) should change from time to time. 
They feel that it is useful to the college to collect and report this 
type of information because it makes the college accountable for its 
actions. This process is helpful because it is similar to the 
accreditation process. It lets the college know how things are going. 
187 
Palm Beach Junior College -
The attitude expressed concerning these indicators is one of doubt. 
The college doubts that it is possible to determine "quality" programs 
or services in this manner. The time and resources required to respond 
. to the indicators do not offer enough return for the effort. 
Indicators that may work well for the university system (and it was 
felt that many of these indicators were more suited to the 
universities) do not work well for the community college. Although 
reluctant to criticize a system without being able to offer a better 
solution, the view is that the system in its present form does not 
really work. At best, the indicators may allow the results to be used 
as a benchmark for comparisons across the community colleges. 
Concerns about how well the system works aside, it is possible to 
collect the data required. Although not in perfect order, the 
college's ability to secure the information seems to work well. It 
must be noted, though, that the demand for record keeping required to 
respond to the data items is at times excessive. 
The improvements that can be made to the system include an improvement 
in the state's ability to pull much of this same information from 
existing data bases. The college feels that many of the state required 
reports could be completed by combining the results from similar 
requests for information. Once is enough. Commonality of requests 
could go a long way to cutting down the number of reports generated. 
It is possible to identify and report "quality" in this manner, but 
only in the sense of comparing college to college. It should not be 
used to praise one school and shame another only because one school 
responded differently to the indicators. To really be useful, data 
must be compared nationally. This data does not exist. More work is 
needed to better define the indicators. It would be very helpful if 
the indicators that truly do identify quality community colleges could 
be determined. More research is needed to identify these types of 
indicators. 
In its present form, it is felt that this system is not very useful to 
the community college, and without improvements, it should not be 
continued. The record keeping is immense. The best that it can be use 
for is as a self-check system. At a minimum, some of the indicators 
should be dropped and others added. 
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Miami-Dade Community College -
No, the indicators do not do the job. The concern should be for 
output. The college feels we must first determine the potential of our 
students and then determine a way to assess whether or not the 
community college has assisted these students in meeting their 
potential. They (community college administrators) must be concerned 
with results. Are they retaining the students they should and are they 
making progress where they should? 
It appears those involved with this process are willing to settle for 
the easy ones. We don't need as many indicators, but we do need more 
meaningful ones. Some of the indicators are not very helpful to the 
community college. Some of the quality indicators are fine for the 
universities, but community colleges have different concerns, different 
types of programs and students. The community college should assess 
its programs differently. If the indicators can help them improve and 
make progress, then the effort it takes to collect the data might then 
be considered worthwhile. 
It is possible to identify and report "quality" in this manner, but the 
college is riot convinced that these indicators are sufficient. Some of 
the indicators are fine, but some do not reflect the objectives of the 
community college. 
Collecting and reporting this type of information can be helpful in 
assessing internal programs at the college. The college does not feel 
that the state reports that are generated from this information are 
very useful in their present form. Improvements can be made. As an 
example, this institution has initiated writing requirements in every 
course. The state could assist by reporting national trends in this 
area. This could be useful for determining program adjustments. This 
college has participated on task forces that have studied the national 
movement on assessment. The college understands the value of 
identifying and reporting excellence. Recognition should be given to 
excellent students, programs and faculty. It is not the quantity of 
the indicators but the quality of the quality indicators themselves 
that concerns the college. · 
APPENDIX I 
ADDITIONAL INDICATORS WITH RATINGS 
IDENTIFIED BY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
ADDITIONAL INDICATORS WITH RATINGS 
IDENTIFIED BY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
Survey questionnaire respondents were given the opportunity to add any 
indicators of their own. Those additional indicators with ratings are 
listed below by community college. 
Okaloosa-Walton Junior College-
Percentage of students passing CLAST compared to CJC state 
average. (8) 
Percentage of AA graduates rece1v1ng bachelor's degrees within 
three years compared to state average. (8) 
Cumulative GPA of AA graduates in SUS compared to state average. 
(9) 
Correlation between CLAST scores and academic achievement. (10) 
Years of experience in field of instruction. (10) 
Tallahassee Community College-
Distribution of resources between instruction and non-instruction 
costs. '(9) 
Annual salary increase reports by category of personnel. (8) 
Ratio of students dropping out of courses during semester. (9) 
Number of students entering community college from each senior 
class. (7) 
Florida Junior College at Jacksonville-
Number of new programs being developed. (9) 
Amount of unsolicited but positive publicity about the college. 
(9) 
Comprehensive mission statement reflecting legislative and state 
board mandate. (10) 
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Number of community leaders participating in college advisory 
committees and related boards. (9) 
Saint Petersburg Junior College-
External recognition of programs or activities. (9) 
Performance of graduates in upper division. (8) 
Quality of audits. (8) 
Valencia Community College-
The degree of improvement of degree seeking students comparing 
entry and CLAST scores. (8) 
The comparison of AA and AS degree graduates to total FTE. (8) 
Perceived satisfaction of graduates/completers. (8) 
Employer ratings of graduates/employees. (8) 
Brevard Community College-
Average salary of alumni compared with national average. (7) 
Honors and recognition received by alumni in public and 
professional life. (7) 
l 9 l 
Satisfaction of employers with the educational and skill levels of 
graduates. (10) 
Number and percent of graduates accepted in nationally recognized 
(prestigious) colleges and universities. (6) 
Number of illiterates taught to read. (7) 
Edison Community College-
Endowment funds received and invested. (9) 
Grade comparison of transfers and native students in junior year. 
(10) 
Palm Beach Junior College-
Number or percentage of students completing educational goals. 
( 10) 
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r~umber or percentage of students transferring to universities. (9) 
Miami-Dade Community College-
The nu8ber of FTE graduates as compared to potential (number of 
credits enrolled in by degree seekers divided by credits by mean 
graduates). ( 1 O) 
The number of students completing objectives of less than 
Associate degree. (10) 
The number of% students completing degrees, still enrolled or 
transferring with satisfactory average. (10) 
APPENDIX J 
QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS FOR ALL RESPONDENTS 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE DESIGNATOR NUMBER 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
QUEST! ONNAIRE 
. INDICATOR 
NUMBER 
1 10 8 9 10 6 9 8 8 9 8 8 6 10 8 
2 8 9 6 8 8 9 5 9 5 6 8 4 7 8 
3 10 8 10 9 5 9 7 10 0 6 10 4 9 8 
4 10 8 6 9 10 9 4 9 5 3 4 6 7 9 
5 10 5 8 9 4 9 5 9 8 2 4 3 7 8 
6 9 6 8 10 9 9 6 10 0 5 5 4 8 8 
7 6 3 5 6 6 5 2 7 7 2 2 6 6 7 
8 9 4 9 8 6 9 8 10 6 3 9 5 8 8 
9 10 8 9 10 10 9 5 10 5 6 4 5 6 9 
10 10 5 5 10 6 9 3 9 3 3 5 5 6 9 
11 10 6 8 5 8 9 3 9 0 3 4 6 5 9 
12 10 7 7 7 7 9 6 10 9 8 6 5 7 8 
13 10 10 5 8 9 5 4 9 9 6 4 6 5 9 
14 6 10 10 10 9 9 8 10 9 8 9 7 10 9 
15 6 3 9 10 5 6 8 10 8 2 5 3 7 8 
16 8 3 8 8 6 9 7 8 3 5 6 5 8 9 
17 5 8 6 10 6 9 6 9 0 8 6 6 6 9 
18 7 5 8 10 7 9 7 10 5 5 6 3 8 9 
19 8 10 7 8 0 6 8 8 10 3 4 8 10 6 
20 9 3 8 8 6 8 6 9 3 5 5 4 6 8 
21 10 7 5 8 6 5 4 8 7 3 2 8 7 7 
22 10 6 9 9 9 6 6 0 4 5 9 8 6 9 
23 10 9 10 6 9 5 6 9 7 8 6 8 9 9 
24 7 9 8 10 9 9 8 10 8 8 9 8 10 7 
25 6 9 7 7 10 8 6 9 6 6 7 5 8 10 
26 8 8 9 9 9 5 6 9 9 6 7 6 8 7 
27 8 7 6 10 7 5 6 8 3 6 5 5 8 7 
28 8 8 7 8 7 9 6 9 5 8 7 6 8 8 
29 8 8 8 6 7 6 3 8 7 9 4 8 8 7 
30 6 6 9 8 5 8 6 10 8 3 · 9 3 7 8 
31 6 6 9 8 6 9 6 10 8 6 8 3 7 8 
32 10 4 10 8 6 6 8 10 6 5 9 8 9 7 
33 10 4 8 9 8 5 6 9 0 5 9 6 8 7 
34 6 0 9 7 4 6 6 9 3 0 3 4 4 4 
35 10 6 5 9 7 8 6 9 9 6 9 6 8 10 
36 10 8 5 8 10 8 5 10 6 3 4 6 6 8 
37 10 8 10 9 8 8 6 10 3 9 8 6 7 8 
38 7 8 8 10 9 6 6 9 0 6 5 7 7 7 
39 10 8 9 8 10 9 6 9 3 9 5 6 5 8 
40 10 8 8 9 5 8 6 10 7 8 5 5 9 7 
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE DESIGNATOR NUMBER - continued 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
PROGRAM MOST 
CLOSELY IDENT. 
T T G G G G G G G G G A G A 
YEARS IN 
PRESENT POS. 
6 14 10 5 11 3 2 14 15 21 13 20 6 
YEARS AT 
PRESENT COL 
6 24 11 5 3 3 2 1 17 21 25 13 20 6 
YEARS IN COM. 
COL. EUDCATION 
18 41 17 14 20 14 12 15 21 23 25 17 25 20 
OTHER THAN COM. 
COL. EDUCATION 
29 0 2 3 17 5 0 0 0 0 8 2 4 2 
BIRTHDATE 
35 22 44 45 25 44 33 43 21 37 19 44 28 42 
SEX 
M M M M M M F M M M M M .M M 
HIGEST DEGREE 
HELD 
D D D D D D D D s D D D D D 
POSITION ASSOC. 
WITH PROGRAM 
- A&P 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 2 4 3 3 2 2 4 
- CIS 4 3 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 4 
- DEV 4 3 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 4 
- occ 4 3 3 3 2 3 3 2 4 3 3 2 2 4 
- sss 4 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 
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co~~UNITY COLLEGE DESIGNATOR NUMBER - continued 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
AMOUNT OF TIME 
3 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 
EXTENT OF 
INVOLVEMENT 
4 2 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 
LEVEL OF EXPERIENCE 
4 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE DESIGNATOR NUMBER 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
INDICATOR 
NUMBER 
1 10 8 8 5 7 4 8 8 7 10 8 7 6 10 
2 6 6 8 7 7 5 6 7 7 7 10 8 0 9 
3 8 8 8 5 9 5 8 7 6 10 0 8 9 6 
4 2 5 8 7 6 6 8 8 8 8 9 ·s 8 6 
5 7 8 8 5 6 1 5 5 3 7 7 7 8 3 
6 9 9 8 6 6 1 4 4 6 8 7 5 8 9 
7 9 6 8 3 6 5 8 2 8 5 5 5 4 3 
8 9 7 8 6 7 5 7 3 7 8 8 6 6 6 
9 5 7 8 6 5 5 8 8 8 10 9 8 7 9 
10 2 7 8 5 6 2 8 8 8 7 7 8 9 9 
11 7 8 4 6 6 2 6 8 4 4 6 8 0 8 
12 7 8 9 7 8 3 9 5 7 9 5 8 7 8 
13 2 7 4 7 7 5 7 8 8 7 10 7 7 8 
14 10 10 10 9 9 8 10 8 8 9 10 7 9 8 
15 8 9 10 5 6 2 8 8 4 9 7 7 8 5 
16 7 7 9 6 6 3 8 8 5 8 7 8 9 2 
17 6 7 5 7 3 6 5 f'I 7 10 6 5 0 0 0 
18 9 8 8 8 7 3 4 8 8 8 5 9 7 3 
19 9 8 10 -a 5 5 5 6 8 8 8 9 10 3 
20 8 7 10 7 6 2 6 5 8 8 7 6 5 3 
21 7 7 9 7 7 8 8 6 9 6 8 7 5 6-
22 7 9 8 9 7 4 3 8 8 9 5 6 10 9 
23 9 9 6 8 6 5 8 7 8 10 7 6 9 6 
24 9 9 9 8 8 8 6 8 8 10 6 7 9 9 
25 7 7 1 7 8 6 5 8 8 9 C 9 6 7 9 
26 6 9 10 8 8 8 8 8 8 9 10 7 9 10 
27 6 7 5 7 5 8 6 8 7 8 8 8 9 0 
28 6 6 9 8 5 3 4 6 8 9 6 7 9 6 
29 10 7 9 7 8 5 . 10 6 8 7 20 6 0 6 
30 8 8 10 6 6 2 4 8 4 8 7 6 8 0 
31 8 9 10 6 6 2 4 8 5 9 7 6 8 5 
32 8 9 10 6 8 2 5 5 8 8 7 7 8 9 
33 8 8 10 8 6 3 3 8 8 10 6 8 9 3 
34 6 4 10 8 6 3 0 8 5 10 8 5 0 0 
35 6 6 7 8 8 5 4 8 8 8 8 5 9 8 
36 4 5 4 7 8 7 5 8 6 8 10 4 6 8 
37 8 8 9 8 8 5 4 8 8 9 7 5 9 8 
38 7 8 10 7 6 6 8 5 8 8 7 5 7 6 
39 10 10 10 6 8 8 9 8 8 10 9 8 5 5 
40 9 10 7 6 7 8 8 5 8 10 8 7 9 0 
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE DESIGNATOR NUMBER - continued 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
PROGRAM MOST 
CLOSELY IDENT. 
G G G G G G A G G G G G G G 
YEARS IN 
PRESENT POS. 
15 8 3 4 2 18 19 3 6 23 8 18 8 7 
YEARS AT 
PRESENT COL 
15 20 3 4 2 18 19 3 15 25 11 18 21 7 
YEARS IN COt·1. 
COL. EUDCATION 
24 20 9 10 21 26 26 20 15 29 11 18 23 20 
OTHER THAN COM. 
COL. EDUCATION 
27 20 27 13 0 10 1 4 7 4 25 34 10 0 
BIRTHDATE 
33 40 25 30 39 28 24 41 32 29 28 28 29 39 
SEX 
M M M F .M M M F . M M M M M M 
HIGEST DEGREE 
HELD 
D D D D D D D D D D D D D D 
POSITION ASSOC. 
WITH PROGRAM 
- A&P 4 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 
- CIS 2 3 2 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 
- DEV 2 3 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 
- occ 4 3 2 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 
- sss 4 3 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 4 
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE DESIGNATOR NUMBER - continued 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
AMOUNT OF Tifv!E 
3 3 2 2 4 4 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 4 
EXTENT OF 
INVOLVEMENT 
4 4 2 2 5 4 4 4 2 3 3 3 4 2 
LEVEL OF EXPERIENCE 
4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 
APPENDIX K 
ADDITIONAL SURVEY RESPONSES 
ADDITIONAL SURVEY RESPONSES 
All survey questionnaire respondents were given the opportunity to add 
comments. Those comments are listed below by community college. 
Santa Fe Community College-
The indicators have been rated based solely on their usefulness. Since 
the questions of availability and comparability of data was not asked, 
it was not considered in the response. However, it is obvious that an 
indicator has no 11 usefulness 11 if it can't be measured. I feel strongly 
that the questions of availability and comparability must be resolved 
before a final decision on the use of any indicator is made. The 
Management Information Task Force (MISATFOR) would be an obvious place 
to start with these questions. 
EA/EO goals are critically important but are they quality measures? 
Central Florida Community College-
Had some difficulty determining whether answers were to reflect state 
or college information. Some answers would be more important to 
internal affairs, while others pertain to the state. 
Pasco-Hernando Community College-
(Author's note: This respondent felt many of the indicators were too 
broad or were not definitive enough.) 
Saint Petersburg Junior College-
(Author's note: This respondent suggests that the author contact state 
officials to investigate what Saint Petersburg Junior College is doing 
on the national level, Texas and elsewhere in the area of "quality in 
education". It was noted that Saint Petersburg Junior College is 
working with the Commission of Excellence in this area.) 
Polk Community College-
I probably have to spend less time (in program quality-evaluation 
activities) because I do have a lot of experience in this. My time is 
201 
also better spent in some other areas such as fund raising and image 
raising in the community. 
Valencia Community College-
Single numerical indicators of excellence may be misinterpreted in 
comparing excellence among institutions. Heterogeneous populations in 
growing metropolitan areas can create an entirely different student 
population than in areas with a more homogeneous, stable population. 
202 
Further, these indicators may not reflect changing conditions within 
individual institutions. For example, if enrollments are increasing, 
the number of minority students may be increasing while the percentage 
may remain stable or decline. When comparisons are made, they 
typically show differences from one year to the next. Changes that are 
implemented to improve quality of programs may not produce measurable 
benefits for several years. 
Most indicators do not show any value-added benefits to students after 
they have been out of college for several years. Indicators present a 
snapshot and do not reflect the quality and performance of a total 
institution that is continually growing and changing. 
Brevard Community College-
Programs are constantly being reviewed by student evaluations of 
instruction each term, by community impact studies, employer follow-up 
surveys, alumni and completer/leaver surveys, accreditation reviews and 
other local, state or regional evaluations. The types of indicators of 
quality represented in this questionnaire and indicators of progress 
toward excellence are not judged to be very useful or meaningful. 
Palm Beach Junior College 
As you may know, a number of your survey items are duplicative. 
Statements with words such as "impact" are difficult to rate. 
"Impact" is not a measurable quantity. 
Statements about AS and AS degrees should be separated. 
Miami-Dade Community College-
Any attempt to quantify all indicators will produce more work than 
result. Care should be taken on success measures. 
APPENDIX L 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA} TABLES 
FOR ALL INDICATOR GROUPS BY INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
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TABLE 24 
Student Indicators by Vocational Category ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F F 
SOURCE D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO PROB. 
Between Groups 1 ,. 1200 ,. 1200 .8895 .3543 
Within Groups 26 32.7371 1.2591 
Total 27 33.8571 
STANDARD 
GROUP COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
Vocat iona 1 14 7.2286 1.3453 
Non-Vocat iona 1 14 7.6286 .8416 
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TABLE 25 
Faculty/Staff Indicators by Vocational Category ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F F 
SOURCE D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO PROB. 
Between Groups l 2.9738 2.9738 1.7469 • 1978 
Within Groups 26 44.2600 1.7023 
Total 27 47.2338 
STANDARD 
GROUP COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
Vocational 14 6.3036 1. 426 7 
Non-Vocational 14 6.9554 1. 1701 
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TABLE 26 
Costs/Resources Indicators by Vocational Category ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F F 
SOURCE D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO PROB. 
Between Groups 5.0363 5.0363 2.8928 • 1009 
With in Groups 26 45.2645 1.7409 
Total 27 50.3008 
STANDARD 
GROUP COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
Vocat iona 1 14 6.5446 l. 5831 
Non-Vocational 14 7.3929 .9877 
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TABLE 27 
General Indicators by Vocational Category ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F F 
SOURCE D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO PROB. 
Between Groups 1 4.0999 4.0999 2.5176 • 1247 
Within Groups 26 42. 3411 1.6285 
Total 27 46 .4410 
STANDARD 
GROUP COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
Vocational 14 6.4490 1.5562 
Non-Vocat iona 1 14 7.2143 .9139 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Northwest 
Northeast 
Central 
Southwest 
Southeast 
TABLE 28 
Student Indicators by Market Region ANOVA 
D.F. 
4 
23 
27 
COUNT 
5 
6 
5 
7 
5 
SUM OF 
SQUARES 
9.4479 
24.4093 
33.8571 
MEAN 
7.9400 
7.4500 
6.8000 
8.0714 
6.6200 
MEAN 
SQUARES 
2.3620 
1. 0613 
STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
.8173 
1.2438 
1.3874 
.7296 
.8815 
F 
RATIO 
2.2256 
208 
F 
PROB. 
.0977 
TABLE 29 
Faculty/Staff Indicators by Market Region ANOVA 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Northwest 
Northeast 
Central 
Southwest 
Southeast 
D.F. 
4 
23 
27 
COUNT 
5 
6 
5 
7 
5 
SUM OF 
SQUARES 
9.5049 
37.7289 
47.2338 
MEAN 
7.3500 
5.7917 
6.3750 
7. 1786 
6.4000 
MEAN 
SQUARES 
2.3762 
1.6404 
STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
.9819 
l.°7512 
1.2437 
.9839 
1.2790 
.f 
RATIO 
1.4486 
209 
F 
PROB. 
.2502 
TABLE 30 
Costs/Resources Indicators by Market Region ANOVA 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Northwest 
Northeast 
Central 
Southwest 
Southeast 
D.F. 
4 
23 
27 
COUNT 
5 
6 
5 
7 
5 
SUM OF 
SQUARES 
9.5219 
40. 7789 
50.3008 
MEAN 
7.9000 
6.5417 
6. 1750 
6.9286 
7.4000 
MEAN 
SQUARES 
2.3805 
1. 7730 
STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
1.0285 
1.7830 
1. 7266 
1. 1634 
.3893 
F 
RATIO 
1.3426 
210 
F 
PROB. 
.2844 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Northwest 
Northeast 
Central 
Southwest 
Southeast 
TABLE 31 
General Indicators by Market Region ANOVA 
D.F. 
4 
23 
27 
COUNT 
5 
6 
5 
7 
5 
SUM OF 
SQUARES 
9.4320 
37.0089 
46 .4410 
MEAN 
7.6143 
6.4405 
6.4000 
7.3980 
6. 1571 
MEAN 
SQUARES 
2.3580 
l. 6091 
STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
l. 1073 
1.8732 
l.3273 
.2700 
l • 0491 
F 
RATIO 
l.4654 
21 l 
F 
PROB. 
.2451 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
TABLE 32 
Student Indicators by Total 
FTE (Full-time Equivalent) ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO 
2 5.2460 2.6230 2.2919 
25 28. 6111 1. 1444 
27 33.8571 
STANDARD 
COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
14 7.6857 .9371 
10 6.8600 1.1787 
4 7.9500 1.2503 
212 
F 
PROB. 
• 1219 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
TABLE 33 
Faculty/Staff Indicators by Total 
FTE (Full-time Equivalent) ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES 
2 2.2828 l. 1414 
25 44.9510 1.7980 
27 47.2338 
STANDARD 
COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
14 6.3571 1.3300 
10 6.8250 1.2179 
4 7.0938 1.6937 
213 
F F 
RATIO PROB. 
.6348 .5384 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Sma 11 
Medium 
Large 
TABLE 34 
Costs/Resources Indicators by Total 
FTE (Full-time Equivalent) ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO 
2 2.2644 1. 1322 .5892 
25 48.0364 1.9215 
27 50.3008 
STANDARD 
COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
14 6.9464 1.3398 
10 6.7375 1.5292 
4 7.6250 1. 1040 
214 
F 
PROB. 
.5623 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Sma 11 
Medium 
Large 
TABLE 35 
General Indicators by Total 
FTE (Full-time Equivalent} ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES 
2 4.0037 2.0018 
25 42.4373 l. 6975 
27 46.4410 
STANDARD 
COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
14 6.8776 l.8518 
10 6.4500 l. 4623 
4 7.6250 1.2822 
215 
F F 
RATIO PROB. 
l. 1793 .3240 
TABLE 36 
Student Indicators by Advanced and Professional 
FTE {Full-time Equivalent) ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F 
SOURCE D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO 
Between Groups 2 4.6036 2.3018 l. 9671 
Within Groups 25 29.2535 l. 170 l 
Total 27 33.8571 
STANDARD 
GROUP COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
Sma 11 12 7. 1917 1.3228 
Medium 11 7.9182 .9218 
Large 5 6.9200 .6140 
216 
F 
PROB. 
• 1609 
SOURCE 
TABLE 37 
Faculty/Staff Indicators by Advanced and 
Professional FTE (Full-time Equivalent) ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO 
Between Groups 2 4.4805 2.2403 1.3100 
Within Groups 25 42.7533 1.7101 
Total 27 47.2338 
STANDARD 
GROUP COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
Small 12 6.4792 1.6778 
Medium 11 7.0795 .8409 
Large 5 6.0000 1.0861 
217 
F 
PROB. 
.2877 
SOURCE 
TABLE 38 
Costs/Resources Indicators by Advanced and 
Professional FTE (Full-time Equivalent) ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO 
Between Groups 2 3. 0723 1. 5361 .8131 
Within Groups 25 47.2285 1.8891 
Total 27 50.3008 
STANDARD 
GROUP COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
Sma 11 12 6.6354 1. 7681 
Medium 11 7.3636 .9544 
Large 5 6.9000 .9658 
218 
F 
PROB. 
.4549 
SOURCE 
TABLE 39 
General Indicators by Advanced and 
Professional FTE (Full-time Equivalent) ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO 
Between Groups 2 3. 1380 1.5690 .9058 
Within Groups 25 43.3030 l. 7321 
Total 27 46 .4410 
STANDARD 
GROUP COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
Small 12 6.6429 l. 5100 
Medium 11 7.2338 1.2438 
Large 5 6.4000 .8293 
219 
F 
PROB. 
.4171 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
TABLE 40 
Student Indicators by Vocational 
FTE (Full-time Equivalent) ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES 
2 • 8789 .4394 
25 32.9783 1.3191 
27 33.8571 
STANDARD 
COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
4 7.5750 .4272 
11 7.6000 1. 1384 
13 7.2385 1.2738 
220 
F F 
RATIO PROB . 
.3331 .7198 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Sma 11 
Medium 
Large 
TABLE 41 
Faculty/Staff Indicators by Vocational 
FTE (Full-time Equivalent) ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO 
2 4.9658 2.4829 1. 4685 
25 42.2681 1.6907 
27 47.2338 
STANDARD 
COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
4 6. 1563 .9150 
11 7. 1477 1.2065 
13 6.3365 1.4491 
221 
F 
PROB. 
.2495 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Sma 11 
Medium 
Large 
TABLE 42 
Costs/Resources Indicators by Vocational 
FTE (Full-time Equivalent) ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO 
2 8.9368 4.4684 2.7007 
25 41.3640 l. 6546 
27 50.3008 
STANDARD 
COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
4 7.2188 .4828 
11 7.5795 1.2933 
13 6.3750 l. 4124 
222 
F 
PROB. 
.0867 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
TABLE 43 
General Indicators by Vocational 
FTE (Full-time Equivalent} ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES 
2 1. 9986 .9993 
25 44.4423 1. 7777 
27 46.4410 
STANDARD 
COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
4 6. 9107 .6043 
11 7. 1299 1. 5412 
13 6.5549 1.2778 
223 
F F 
RATIO PROB. 
.5621 .5770 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Sma 11 
Medium 
Large 
TABLE 44 
Student Indicators by Developmental 
FTE (Full-time Equivalent) ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO 
1 .9098 .9098 .7179 
26 32.9474 1. 2672 
27 33.8571 
STANDARD 
COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
0 0.0000 0.0000 
19 7.5526 .9611 
9 7. 1667 1.4283 
224 
F 
PROB. 
.4046 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
TABLE 45 
Faculty/Staff Indicators by Developmental 
FTE (Full-time Equivalent) ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO 
1 .6289 .6289 .3509 
26 46.6049 1.7925 
27 47.2338 
STANDARD 
COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
0 0.0000 0.0000 
19 6.5263 1.3213 
9 6 .8472 1.3775 
225 
F 
PROB. 
.5587 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Sma 11 
Medium 
Large 
TABLE 46 
Costs/Resources Indicators by Developmental 
FTE (Full-time Equivalent) ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO 
1 .5950 .5950 .3112 
26 49.7059 1. 9118 
27 50.3008 
STANDARD 
COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
0 0.0000 0.0000 
19 6.8684 1. 1986 
9 7. 1806 1.7265 
226 
F 
PROB. 
.5817 
SOURCE 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
GROUP 
Sma 11 
Medium 
Large 
TABLE 47 
General Indicators by Developmental 
FTE (Full-time Equivalent) ANOVA 
SUM OF MEAN F 
D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO 
1 .0385 .0385 • 0216 
26 46.4025 1.7847 
27 46 .4410 
STANDARD 
COUNT MEAN DEVIATION 
0 0.0000 0.0000 
19 6.8571 1.2054 
9 6. 7778 1.5910 
227 
F 
PROB . 
.8844 
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